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CHAPTER  L 

OuaiH  or  THB  Ahbbioak  Goubtb  or  Admibalty,  their  Struo 

TUBS,  AND  GbNBRAL  PiaNCIPI.B8  07  PbOCSDURB. 

Thb  revival  of  commerce  after  the  snbversioir  of  the  lutwoM 

ooortiof 

Western  Empire  of  the  Romans^  soon  led  to  the  gS^*^ 
institution  by  the  enterprising  commercial  states 
bordering  on  the  shores  of  the  Mediterranean,  of 
maritime  judicatories  nnder  the  name  of  consnlar 
conrts,  and  to  the  compilation  of  maritime  codes 
combining  the  wisdom  of  the  civil  law  with  the 
customs  and  nsages  of  the  sea. 

The  great  utility  of  these  tribunals  commended 
them  to  other  powers,  and  soon  led  to  the  establish- 
ment of  similar  courts  by  all  the  maritime  nations  of 
Eun>p..  Th».  conrte  w.r.  investkl  with  a  com. 
prehenoive  jurisdiction  relative  to  matters,  whether 
of  contract  or  tort,  pertaining  to  navigation  and 
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commerce.  Their  forms  of  process  and  modes  of 
proceeding  were  4x)rrowed  from  the  civil  law(a). 
They  remain  substantially  unchanged  to  the  present 
day,  and  their  functions  and  powers  are  usually 
designated  under  the  denomination  of  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  (&)• 

The  English  Court  of  Admiralty  is  of  very  high 
antiquity,  and  its  origin  is  probably  nearly  cotem- 
poraneous  with  that  of  the  maritime  courts  of  the 
continent  The  nature  and  extent  of  its  ancient 
jurisdiction  are  involved  in  some  obscurity,  but  it 
seems  to  have  had  cogni^nce  of  all  questions  of 
prize;  of  torts  and  offences  committed  not  only 
upon  the  high  seas,  but  in  ports  within  the  ebb  and 
flow  of  tide ;  of  maritime  contracts  and  navigation ; 
and  also  the  peculiar  custody  of  the  rights,  preroga- 
tives and  authorities  of  the  crown  in  the  British 
seas.  Its  forms  of  procedure  were  derived  from  the 
civil  law,  and  the  rules  by  which  it  was  governed 
were  the  ancient  laws,  customs  and  usages  of  the  seas. 
In  fact,  the  admiralty  of  England,  and  the  maritime 
courts  of  the  other  powers  of  Ikurope,  appear  to 
have  been  formed  upon  the  same  model,  and  their 
jurisdiction  to  have  included  the  same  subjects  as 
the  consular  courts  of  the  Mediterranean(o). 

As  the  British  colonies  in  the  West  Indies  and 
oa  this  «ntb«nt  g»w  into  oomm«rial  importonce. 


(a)  The  reooyery  of  the  originil  copy  of  the  Pandects  (supposed 
to  have  been  found  at  Amalidd),  not  long  before  the  period  here  re- 
ferred to,  gave  a  new  impulse  to  the  study  of  the  Roman  law  on  the 
oontinent  of  Europe  and  in  England.    1  Kenf  s  Oomm^  475. 

(6)  De  lavio  ▼.  Bait^  2  Gallison's  R.,  472.  (c)  Id.,  399. 
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vice^miralty  oonrts  were  eetabHshed  hete,  with  ^'^  ^' 
extenedye  powexs  derived  from  royal  commisBioDS 
and  acts  of  Parliament    They  also  proceeded  ac- 
cording to  the  comBC  of  the  civil  law.    After  the 
Declaration  of  American  Independence,  ihiese  courts, 
in  the  colonies  'which  were  parties  to  it,  became 
state  courts  of  admiralty,  and  continued  to  exercise 
their  poweiB  as  such  until  the  oiganization  of  the 
national  government*    The  same  cogent  motives  of 
expediency  which  impelled  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  confide  the  power  to  reirulate  commerce  AteMir 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states  JSS^L 
exclusively  to  Congress,  constrained  them  also  to  SnhT^ 
invest  the  national  judiciary  with  exclusive  cogni-  *^^ 
sance  of  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction(a). 

Congress,  at  its  first  session^  in  the  exercise  of  its 
power  conferred  by  the  Constitution  to  ordain  and 
establish  other  courts,  inferior  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
instituted  the  district  courts,  and  invested  them 
with  "exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  dvil 
causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  includ- 
ing all  seizures  under  laws  of  impost,  navigation,  or 
trade  of  the  United  States,  where  the  seiasures  are 
made  on  waters  which  are  navigable  from  the  sea 
by  vessels  of  ten  or  more  tons  burden,  within  their 
respective  districts,  as  well  as  on  the  high  seas(5).'' 
The  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are, 
therefore,  courts  of  admiralty,  and  constitute  the 

(a)  Constitntionof  the  United  States,  Art.  ii,  §  1. 

(^)  Act  of  Sept  24, 1789,  ch.  20,  $  9 ;  1  SUt.  at  Luge,  73. 
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▼^^    only  American  tribonak  of  this  character  for  the 

exercise  of  original  joriBdiction.    The  extent  of  this 

jurisdiction,  the  leading  principles  and  rules  of  law 

applicable  to  it,  and  the  sources  whence  they  are 

derived,  have  been  treated  of  in  the  first  part  of 

this  work.    It  remains  now  to  point  out  the  fonns 

and  modes  of  procedure  which  constitute  the  P&ao- 

TiOE  of  the  American  courts  of  admiralty,  in  civU 

cases,  other  than  those  of  seizure,  under  the  laws  of 

impost,  navigation  and  trade(a). 

ij«|*^       By  the  act  of  September  29, 1789(5),  (passed,  it 

SS^mf    will  be  observed,  a  few  days  affcer  the  Judiciary 

«*«»•  Act,  above  referred  to),  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate 

processes  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,^'  it  is 

enacted  "  That  all  writs  and  processes,  issuing  from 

the  Supreme  or  Circuit  Oourt,  shall  bear  test  of  the 

chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  if,  from  a 

Tert  nid      district  court,  shall  bear  test  of  the  judire  of  such 

^  to  bT  court,  and  shall  be  under  the  seal  of  the  court  from 

ScTcierti^     whence  they  issue,  and  signed  by  the  clerk  thereof." 

This  act  was,  by  its  terms,  limited  in  duration  to  the 

end  of  the  then  next  session  of  Congress :  it  was, 

however,  continued  for  one  year  longer ;  and  then 

the  permanent  act  of  May  8,  1792(^),  usually 

denominated  the  Process  Act^  was  passed.    The 

first  section  of  this  act  is  like  that  (above  cited)  of 

(a)  The  practioe  in  cases  of  seizure  is,  to  a  oonisiderable  extent, 
regulated  bj  acts  of  Oongrass,  and  has  been  treated  of  by  the  author 
in  another  work,  to  which  the  present  may  be  regarded  as  a  supple- 
ment. See  Conkling's  Treatise  on  the  Oi^ganization,  Jurisdiction  and 
Practice  of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States. 

(6)  Oh.  21 ;  1  Stat  at  Large,  93. 

(c)  Oh.  56 ;  1  Stat  at  Laiige,  275. 
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the  anteoedent  temporary  act,  except  tliat  it  makes  ^^  ^ 
provision  for  the  test  of  process,  from  the  Supreme 
and  Girenit  ComiB,  in  tibe  name  of  the  senior  associate 
justice  of  the  Supreme  Oonrt^  when  the  office  ci 
chief  justice  may  happen  to  be  vacaiit;  and  of 
process  from  the  district  court,  in  the  name  of  the 
derk  of  that  court,  when  the  office  of  judge  is 
vacant    The  act  of  1T89  directed  **  that  the  forms 
and  modes  of  proceeding  in  causes  of  equity  and  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  shall  be  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  civil  law."    But  the  language 
of  this  provision  was  modified  by  the  act  of  1792, 
by  the  second  section  of  which  it  is  enacted  that  the 
forms  of  writs,  executions  and  other  process,  and  the 
fornui  and  modes  of  proceeding  in  snita  of  eqmty. 
mid  in  those  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction, 
shall  be  "  according  to  the  principles,  rules  and  iS'SSiISS 
usages  which  belong  to  courts  of  equity,  and  to  ^^ 
courts  of  admiralty  respectively,  as  contradistin*  SSSt???'' 
guished  from  courts  of  common  law,  except  so  far  as  •*''"'*^*^" 
may  have  been  provided  for  by  the  act  to  establish 
the  judicial  courts  of  the  United  States,  subject,  Jjy^ 
however,  to  such  altwations  and  additions  as  the  nuc   ^^ 
said  courts,  respectively,  shall,  in  their  discretion, 
deem  expedient,  or  such  regulations  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  shall  think  proper,  from 
time  to  time,  by  rule,  to  prescribe  to  any  circuit  or 
district  court,  concerning  the  same.'' 

These  are  the  only  legislative  provisions  which  SfTSS^ 
Congress  saw  fit  to  enact,  except  with  respect  to  *" 
cases  of  seizure,  to  regulate  the  practice  in  admiralty. 
They  may,  it  is  supposed,  justly  be  regarded  as  little 
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v^t-  else  than  a  reoognitioii  and  ezprefis  sanction  of  exist- 
ing roles  of  {M'ocednre. 

At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  permanent 
process  act^  .we  had  been  sixteen  years  an  independent 
people,  during  thirteen  years  of  which  the  admiralty 
jurisdiction  had  been  administered  in  the  state 
courts  of  admiralty,  and  during  the  residue  of  the 
time  in  the  national  courts ;  and  it  is  to  the  ^^prin- 
ciples, rules  and  usages"  of  these  tribunals  that 
the  act  may  be  supposed  to  refer.  Such  is  the 
construction  given  to  it  by  the  Su}»*eme  Ck>urt  in 
the  case  of  Mawro  v.  Almeida.  ""  In  giving  a  con- 
struction to  the  act  of  1792,"  say  the  court,  ^\%  is 
unavoidable  that  we  should  consider  the  admiralty 
practice  there  alluded  to,  as  the  admiralty  practice 
of  our  own  country,  as  grafted  on  the  British 
practice ;  and  if,  in  fact,  a  change  had  taken  place 
in  the  practice  of  the  two  countries,  that  of  our 
own  certainly  must  claim  precedaice((z).  - 

The  important  power  conferred  by  the  process 
act  upon  the  Sujni^me  Court  to  prescribe  rules  of 
practice  in  admiralty,  has  never,  until  very  recently, 
been  exercised ;  and,  as  in  the  absence  of  any 
common  standard  was  unavoidable,  the  practice  has 
continued  uncertain,  variant  and  perplexing.  This 
was  a  serious  evil,  and  had  long  been  a  subject  of 
regret  and  of  just  complaint. 

By  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  August  23, 1842(&), 
the  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  prescribe  rules 
of  practice  in  admiralty  cases  was  reiterated  in  very 

(a)  10  Wheaton'8  R.,  473  <8  Onrtis's  Decis.  S.  0.,  427). 
(5)  Ch.  188,  §  6;  5  Stat,  at  Large,  516. 
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ample  terms ;  and  at  the  January  term,  1845,  a  well  ^^^  ^* 
digested  body  of  rules  was  framed  and  pro^gated, 
entitled  ^'Rulbs  of  Pbaotiob  ofthx  Cottmb  of  thb  £Jjjj^ 
UmrKD  Statbs,  ik  oaubbs  of  admibaltt  and  mabx-  cSSlF'^^ 

Ton   JUBIBDIOTIOK,    OS   TflX  IK8TAN0B  SIBX  OF  THB 

Goinrr(a).''  A  copy  of  these  roles  will  be  fonnd  in 
the  Apvxsmix.  They  are  by  no  means  to  be 
regarded  as  mere  arbitrary  reflations  originally 
3Id  by  the  S«p«me  ^  rd  having  .Xgh« 
elaim  to  its  sanction  than  their  supposed  adaptation 
to  tilieir  object  On  the  contrary,  they  embody, 
snbstantially,  the  most  anthoritatiye  and  approved 
of  the  customary  usages  and  i^ms  of  admiralty 
practice,  with  such  modifications  as  were  deemed 
necessary  to  adapt  them  to  the  structure  of  our 
courts,  and  as  seemed  to  be  demanded  by  the  injunc^ 
tion  contained  in  the  act  of  1842,  above  cited,  so  to 
r^ulate  the  practice  of  the  courts  ^^as  to  prevent 
delays,  and  to  promote  brevity  and  succinctness  in 
all  pleadings  and  proceedings  therein,  and  to  abolish 
all  unnecessary  costs  and  expenses."  The  high 
▼alne  of  these  rules  consists  in  the  greater  degree  of 
certainty,  uniformity  and  stability  which  they  have 
imparted  to  admiralty  proceedings,  and  which  it  was 
their  chief  design  to  secure.*  As  they  are  of  the 
highest  authority,  I  diall  connder  it  unnecessary,  in 
general,  to  cite  other  authorities  relative  to  points 
concerning  which  they  contain  explicit  directions. 
It  is  hardly  necessary  to  remark,  however,  that 
they  constitute  little  more  than  a  skeleton,  the 

(a)  3  Howard's  R.,  3. 
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Tcsui.  int^;aineiilB  of  which  are  to  be  drawn  from  the 
principlea  and  general  usages  of  admiralty  pro. 
cedure,  or  supplied  by  additional  roles  of  court. 
It  should  be  understood,  moreover,  that  they  are 
not  to  be  considered  as  abolishing  or  superseding 
prior  authorized  rules  of  practice,  except  in  cases 
of  inconsistency.  In  some  instances,  therefore, 
there  may  be  a  choice  of  means  to  effect  the  end 
in  view.  .  - 

STrtoTSifr  The  United  States,  collectively,  are  divided  into 
fortynsix  judicial  districts,  besides  the  District  of 
Columbia,  in  each  of  which  there  is  a  district  court, 
possessing  oonttion  law  as  well  as  admiralty  juris- 
diction. 

As  courts  of  admiralty,  the  district  courts  are 
PBizB  and  iNSTANOB(a)  courts.  The  present  work 
relates  exclusively  to  their  jurisdiction  and  practice 
in  this  latter  character. 

All  actions  in  the  admiralty  are  either  in  rent^ 
against  the  thing;  or  in  pereonam^  against  the 
person. 

The  party  instituting  the  suit  is  called  the  UbeUant. 
Suits  in  rem  are  entitled  in  the  name  of  the  libellant 
against  the  thing  libelled^  most  commonly  a  ship ; 
and  he  who  appears  and  is  admitted  to  defend  is 
called  the  daimami^  respondent^  or  d^endcmt(b). 

(a)  As  Instance  Courts,  thej  afford  redross  on  the  application, 
prayer  or  solicitation,  i.  e.,  at  the  instcmce  of  the  suitor.  Thus,  there 
was  anciently  in  England  a  court  of  equity,  called  the  Court  of  Re^ 
quests.  Or  this  may  originally  have  been  the  French  word  instance, 
one  of  the  definitions  of  which  is  demand,  suit,  or  cause  pending  at  law. 

(6)  In  the  English  admiralty,  suits  in  rem  against  a  ship  are  enti- 
tled in  the  name  of  the  ship,  with  the  name  of  the  master  subjoined, 
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When  the  suit  is  inpereonan^  the  peiBon  against  <'°^^'  *• 
whom  it  \b  brought  is  called  the  reapondentj  defend- 
airUj  or  libdlee(a). 

The  practitioners^  on  the  admiralty  side  of  the 
court,  are  denominated  pbootobb  and  abvooates; 
names  corresponding,  respectively  with  those  of 
attomeff  and  oowisdlor  in  courts  of  common  law 
jurisdiction,  and  eoiicitar  and  ootmadhr  in  chancery. 
But  those  by  whom  the  can^  is  conducted  in  court| 
are  usually  spoken  of  under  the  general  denomina- 
tion of  ooun&d. 

The  court  consists  of  a  single  judgx.  Its  records, 
relating  to  both  branches  of  its  jarisdiction,  are 
kept  by  one  and  the  same  officer,  denominated  the 

OUBBK* 

ihiu:  Floka,  Findlay,  In  this  oountiy,  the  usage  has  most  con»- 
monly  been,  as  stated  in  the  text,  to  name  the  libellant,  and  when  a 
claimant  appears,  to  subjoin  his  name,  instead  of  that  of  the  master, 
to  the  name  of  the  ship^  thus :  John  Dob,  v.  Thb  Ship  (or  Brio,  Ac) 
Mart  ;  and,  subsequently,  if  there  is  a  daiment,  John  Dob  v.  Thb 
Ship  Mart;  Richard  Roe  Gaifnani.  In  the  Reports  of  cases  ded- 
ded  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  the  name  of  the 
vessel  and  of  the  master,  only,  appear  at  the  head  of  tiie  report ;  and 
this  fonn  is  adhered  to,  even  when  the  suit  is  in  personam  against  the 
master  of  the  TesseL  (Se^  The  Jack  Parky  LiUlSj  master,  4  Rob.  R., 
308.)  Latterly,  in  this  country  also,  the  name  of  the  libellant  is 
omitted,  but  that  of  the  claimant  is  genen^y  subjoined  to  the  name 
of  the  yesseL  In  a  few  instances  in  Ware's  Reports,  the  English  form 
is  adopted.  This  innoyation  upon  the  Eagllsh  practice  is  in  bad  taste, 
inoonyenient  and  much  to  be  regretted.  It  is  the  result,  not  of  design 
founded  in  the  supposition  of  its  utility,  but  of  ignorance. 

(a)  In  a  late  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Stort,  in  which  this  appellation 
had  been  applied  to  the  defendaotby  counsel  at  the  argument,  he  com- 
mended it  as  yery  proper.  Whether  it  is  in  use  out  of  MassaohuBetts, 
I  am  not  apprised. 

2 
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Y^u       Xhe  ezecutive  officers  of  the  court  are  the  mabahal 

of  the  district  and  his  deputies. 
2^*^  The  ooMHissiONEBS  of  the  circuit  and  district 
k^wMp.  courts  of  the  United  States  are  highly  important 
^d^^tta,  officers;  and  as  the  nature  and  extent  of  their 
^  powers  and  duties  seem  not  to  be  generally  well  un* 
derstoody  it  may  be  useful  to  enumerate  them  here^ 
although  some  of  them  have  no  relation  to  the 
particular  subject  of  this  work 

The  office  of  commissioner  was  created  by  the 
act  of  February  20,  1812(a) ;  by  which  the  circuit 
courts  are  authorized,  whenever  the  extent  of  their 
districts  renders  it  necessary,  to  appoint  such  and 
80  many  discreet  persons  within  the  district,  as  may 
be  necessary,  to  take  acknowledgments  of  bail  and 
affidavits,  to  have  the  like  force  and  effect  as  if 
taken  before  a  judge  of  the  court ;  and  for  the  per- 
formance of  these  services,  the  same  fees  were  to 
be  paid  as  were  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  they  were  performed^  for  the  like  services. 
The  powers  of  these  officers  being  by  this  act 
limited  to  suits  or  proceedings  in  the  circuit  courts, 
an  additional  act  was  passed  in  1817(^),  authorizing 
them  to  take  affidavits  and  bail  in  civil  causes,  to. 
be  used  in  the  district  courts.  They  thus  became 
conmiissioners  as  well  of  the  district  as  of  the  circuit 
courts.  But^  by  this  act,  another,  and  highly  im- 
portant  additional  power  is  also  .conferred  upon 
them,  viz.,  that  of  taking  depositions,  de  bene  esee^ 

(a)  Oh.  25 ;  2  Stot  at  Lanse,  679. 
(6)  Oh.  30  s  3  SUt  at  Large,  350. 
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ill  eivil  cases,  under  the  thirtieih  section  of  the   ^^-  ^' 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789. 

The  power  conferred  by  these  two  acts,  to  take 
affidavits  and  depositions,  extends  as  well  to  suits 
in  the  admiralty  as  to  those  at  law  and  in  equity ; 
and,  as  we  shall  see,  these  officers  are  now,  by  the 
rules  of  practice  in  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
causes,  empowered  to  take  admiralty  stipulations. 
By  a  late  act(a),  commissioners  are  further  invested  • 
with  ''all  the  powers  that  a  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace  may  exercise,''  under  and  in  virtue  of  the 
sixth  section  of  the  act  of  20th  July,  1790,  for  the 
government  and  regulation  of  seamen  in  the 
merchant  service.  The  power  here  referred  to  will 
be  the  subject  of  comment  in  the  sequel  It  is  that 
of  granting  a  summons  in  behalf  of  seamen  to 
whom  wages  are  due,  calling  on  the  master  to  show 
cause  why  admiralty  process  should  not  issue  against 
the  vessel;  and  if  no  sufficient  cause  be  shown, 
granting  a  certificate  anthoriring  the  isne  of  each 
proce8s(&). 

(a)  Act  of  AngoBt  23,  1842,  ch.  188,  $  1;  5  SUi  at  Luge,  516. 

(b)  By  the  act  last  above  cited,  these  offloera  are  empowered  ''  to 
ezerdee  all  the  power  that  any  juatioe  of  the  peace,  or  other  magis- 
trate of  a&y  of  the  United  States,  may  now  exercise  in  respect  to 
offenders,  for  any  crime  or  offence,  by  arrestiAg,  imprisoning,  or  bail- 
ing the  same,"  under,  and  by  Tirtue  of  the  thirty-third  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789.  And  by  the  second  section  of  the  same  act»  it 
is  further  enacted  ^  That  in  aU  hearings  before  any  justice  or  judge  of 
the  United  States,  or  any  cammiBMner  appointed  as  aforesaid,  under 
andiuTirtueof  the  said  thirty-third  section  of  the  act  entitled  <An 
act  to  establish  the  judicial  courts  of  the  United  SUtes,'  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  such  justice,  judge  or  commissioner,  where  the  crime  or 
offence  is  chaiged  to  bare  been  oonunitted  on  the  Bigh  seas  or  else- 
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TOT.  t.        By  R^ie  xav  of  the  Roles  of  Praddoe  in  Causes 


Oominl*" 


•umenin     of  Admiralty  and  Maritime  JnrisdictioQ,  it  is  or- 
dained  that  ^^In  all  cases  where  the  court  shall 


where  within  the  adminltj  a&d  nuoitiiiie  jiirisdidaon  of  the  United 
States,  in  his  discretion  to  require  a  reoognianoe  of  any  witness 
produced  in  behalf  of  the  accused,  with  such  surety  or  sureties  as  he 
may  judge  necessary,  as  well  as  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  for 
their  appearing  and  giving  testimony  at  the  trial  of  the  caose,  whoee 
testimony,  in  his  ojnnion,  is  important  for  the  purposes  of  justice  at 
the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  is  in  danger  of  being  otherwise  lost." 

By  the  act  of  August  8, 1846,  ch.  98,  §  6,  it  is  enacted  ^That  upon 
the  necessary  proof  being  made  to  any  judge  of  the  United  States,  or 
other  magistrate  having  authority  to  ccnnmit  on  criminal  charges 
■gainst  the  law  of  the  United  States,  that  a  person  preyiously  admit- 
ted to  bail  on  any  such  criminal  chaige  is  about  to  abscond,  and  that 
his  bail  is  insufficient,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  such  judge 
ot  magistrate  to  require  such  person  to  give  better  security,  or,  for 
default  thereof,  to  cause  him  to  be  committed  to  prison;  and,  to  that 
end,  an  order  for  his  arrest  may  be  endorsed  on  the  former  commit- 
ment, or  a  new  warrant  therefor  may  be  issued  by  such  judge  or 
magistrate,  setting  forth  the  cause  thereof"  The  terms  ''other 
magistrates  having  authority  to  commit,"  etc,  have  been  understood 
to  embrace  commissioners.  The  policy  of  the  act,  and  the  relation  it 
bears  to  the  other  enactments  referring  to  the  same  general  subject,  and 
in  which  commissioners  are  expressly  named,  &vor  this  construction. 

And  by  another  act,  passed  August  8, 1846,  ch.  105,  entitled  ''  An 
act  more  effectually  to  provide  for  the  enforcement  of  certain  provi- 
sions in  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,"  these  officers,  as  well  as  the 
district  and  circuit  cqnrts  of  the  United  States,  are  empowered,  upon 
the  application  of  the  consuls,  vice-<xmsul8  or  commercial  sgents  of 
foreign  powers  with  which  the  United  States  have  entered  into  treaty 
stipulations  to  the  effect  mentioned  in  the  preamble  of  the  act,  to  issue 
process  fbr  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  awards  and  dedsions  of  such 
consuls,  etc,  relative  to  controversies  which  may  arise  in  our  ports, 
between  the  masters  and  crews  of  vessels  belonging  to  their  respective 
countries. 

There  is  stiD  another  power  of  great  delicacy  and  high  responsibility, 
which,  as  I  have  seen  it  stated  in  a  newspi^r,  has,  in  one  instance  at 
least,  been  exercised  by  one  of  these  officers,  viz.,  that  conferred  by 
the  Treaty  of  Washington,  on  ''  the  judges  and  other  magiMraiet  of 
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deem  it  expedient  or  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  ^^  ^• 
justice,  the  conrt  may  refer  any  matters  arising  in 
the  prepress  of  the  sait  to  one  or  more  commission- 
erSj  to  be  appointed  by  the  conrt,  to  hear  the  parties 
and  make  report  therein ;  and  snch  commissioner  or 
commiaBioners  shall  have  and  possess  all  the  powers 

the  two  goTenmmits"  of  the  Uaited  SUtes  and  Great  Britain,  of 
kBaing  warrants  lor  the  apprehension  of  certain  fugitives  from  justice, 
upon  the  requisition  of  the  two  governments  respectively.  The  question 
is,  whether  these  officers  are  *'  magistrates,"  according  to  the  true 
mterpretfttion  of  the  term  as  used  in  the  treaty.  It  is  true  that  some 
of  the  powers  spedflcally  confided  to  them  by  kw  are  the  same  as 
some  of  those  exercised  by  public  functionaries  usually  denominated 
magistrates :  it  is  true,  also,  that  these  common  powers  ue  analogous 
to  thoee  conferred  by  the  treaty.  The  title  of  magistrate,  in  its 
general  sense,  is  veiy  comprehensive.  In  the, Treaty  of  Washington, 
however,  it  obviously  imports  a  judicial  officer.  But  a  commissioner 
has  no  general  authority.  He  can  exercise  only  certain  spedflc  powers, 
expressly  conferred  upon  him  by  special  laws.  He  is  not,  by  any  of 
these  laws,  denominated  a  magistrate,  unless  the  sixth  section  of  the 
act  of  1846,  di.  98,  where  the  term  ^  magistrate  "  \b  coupled  with  the 
words  '*  having  authority  to  commit,"  etc.,  forms  an  exception ;  nor  is 
he  designated  by  law,  or  by  usage,  under  any  of  the  names  by  which 
judicial  oflleers  are  known.  He  is  uniformly  called  a  commissioner, 
with  some  addition  descriptive  of  his  functions.  He  is  merely  an 
adjunct  and  auxiliary  to  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  United  States. 
He  is  appointed  by  the  drcuit  coturt,  as  the  clerk  of  the  c&urt  is 
appointed,  and  who  is  also  authorized,  by  special  laws,  to  exercise,  in 
eases  of  emergency,  several  powers  belonging  primarily  to  the  court 
Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  would  seem  that  there  is  at  least  ample 
ground  for  doubt  whether  these  officers  can  lawMly  execute  the 
power  conferred  by  the  treaty  upon  magistrates. 

The  fei^going  part  of  this  note  was  printed  in  the  first  editkm  of 
this  work,  and  the  doubt  mentioned  at  the  conclusion  of  it  has  been 
corroborated,  if  not  established  by  the  act  of  August  12,  1848,  ch. 
167,  passed  about  the  same  time,  providii^  for  the  better  execution  of 
the  treaty  stipulation  above  referred  to.  The  act,  among  other  things, 
directs  the  appointment  by  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  of  special 
oomnussioners,  to  execute  the  duties  in  question. 
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T^i  in  the  premises  which  are  usually  given  to  or  exer- 
Giaed  by  masters  in  chancery  in  references  to  them, 
indnding  the  power  to  administer  oaths  and  examine 
parties  and  witnesses  touching  the  prenuses." 

This  rule  sanctions  the  appointment  of  one  or  more 
commissioners  to  act  in  a  particular  case^  pro  hoc 
vice;  and  a  person  so  appointed  would  be,  to' the 
extent  of  his  special  powers^  an  officer  of  tiie  court 
But  the  rule  doubtless  also  authorizes  the  designa- 
tion of  persons,  at  places  where  these  services  are 
likely  to  be  often  required,  to  act  as  commissioners 
generally,  in  cases  as  they  arise.  In  the  District 
C!ourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New-Tork,  it  has  long  been  the  practice,  under 
one  of  the  general  rules  of  the  court,  and  also  in 
some  if  not  all  of  the  other  districts,  to  refer 
matters  of  detail  to  the  derk  of  the  court,  eo  nomine. 
This  practice,  it  is  supposed,  may  still  be  adhered  to 
consisteiily  with  this  rule ;  and  even  if  it  be  doubt- 
ful, the  difficulty  may  be  easily  removed  by  appoint- 
ing the  derk  a  commissioner  for  that  purpose.  In 
the  ikiglish  admiralty,  references  are  made  to  the 
registrar,  or,  in  cases  requiring  mercantile  skill,  to 
the  registrar  ^^and  merchants;"  and  such  is  also 
.  the  practice  in  the  American  courts.  - 
to^t^dS'  Th^  question,  to  what  extent,  or  for  what  pur- 
!Si!ti!Srti^  poses  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States,  as 
^SmS^a  <^^u1s  of  admiralty,  are  to  be  deemed  at  all  times 
open,  is  one  of  primary  unportance,  upon  which 
some  diversity  of  opinion  has  prevailed.  The  only 
reported  case  I  have  met  with,  in  which  tiie  question 
has  been  brought  under  judicial  discussion,  is  that 
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of  Ths  ITnited SkOM Y. The SohooMT LitUe Cfharleg,  «»^»- 
before  the  late  Chief  Jnstice  Mabshall^  on  appeal 
fiom  the  District  Court  of  the  Eastern  District  of 
Virgixua.  The  schooner  had  been  seized  and  libelled 
for  a  violation  of  the  embargo  laws ;  hhA  during  the 
pendency  of  the  suit  in  the  district  conrt,  she  was 
released  from  arrest  and  delivered  to  the  claimant 
on  bond,  in  parsnance  of  an  order  of  the  jndge  made 
ai  chambers^  and  the  qnesUm  was,  whether  the 
order  was  valid,  not  having  been  made  in  open  conrt 
Chief  Justice  MamhatiTi  held  that  it  was.  ^This 
objection,''  he  said,  ^^  seems  rather  technical  than 
substantial.  By  law,  the  district  jndge  alone  com- 
poses the  conrt  He  is  a  conrt  wherever  and  when- 
ever he  pleases.  No  notice  to  parties  is  required ; 
no  previous  order  is  necessary.  The  various  ex  parte 
proceedings  which  admiralty  proceedings  require, 
render  this  informal  mode  of  acting  essential  to 
justice  and  ezpedition.  The  judge  will  take  care 
that  nmther  party  be  injured  by  the  orders  which 
he  makes  exparte;  and  where  they  are  of  course,  it 
is  convenient  that  they  should  be  made  without  the 
formality  of  summoning  the  parties  to  attend.  It 
does  not  seem  to  be  a  violent  construction  of  such 
an  act(a),  to  consider  the  judge  as  constituting  a 
court  whenever  he  proceeds  on  judicial  business. 
Such  seems  to  have  been  the  practice  in  this^and  in 
other  districts  of  the  United  States.  Had  the  judge 
prefixed  to  his  order  such  words  as  these:  ^At  a 
special  court,  held  at  on  this  day 

(a)  The  Jadkkry  Act,  giybg  to  the  judge  anthovi^  to  hoMspedal 
oourts,  prerioasly  leforred  to  by  the  Chief  Jiutioe. 
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▼<""*•    of  it  is  ordered,  etc,'  tiie  proeeeding  would 

have  been  regular ;  for  the  law  does  not,  in  terms 
at  least,  require  that  the  order  for  a  special  conrt 
should  be  made  in  court,  or  made  any  given  time 
prerious  to  its  session.  To  every  purpose  of  justice 
the  order  of  the  judge,  made  in  his  character  as 
judge,  is  made  by  him  as  a  court,  whether  he 
declares  himself,  in  words,  to  be  a  court,  or  not. 
This  order  is,  in  its  nature,  judicial  It  is  such  an 
order  as  may  be  made  ex  parte;  it  is  signed  by  the 
judge  in  his  official  character,  and  is  directed  to  the 
officer  of  the  court  Under  such  circumstances,  I 
cannot  overturn  a  practice  which  is  convenient, 
which  i&  not  liable  to  abuse,  on  a  mere  te(E$hnical 
objection(a).'* 

This  <^inion  was  given  in  1819.  Few  will  doubt 
that  there  must  be  force  in  reasoning  which  was 
satisfactory  to  the  mind  of  Chief  Justice  Mabshaix. 
But  tixe  view  he  took  of  the  subject  seems  either 
not  to  have  occurred,  or  not  to  have  carried  con- 
viction to  the  minds  of  all  others;  for,  in  1832,  an 
act  of  Congress  was  passed  for  the  express  purpose 
of  conferring  on  the  district  judges  the  same  power 
— ^that  of  ordering  the  delivery  of  property  to  the 
claimant,  "in  vacation^ — which  he  held  to  exist 
before  the  passage  of  the  act(&).  And  there  is  a 
later  act  containing  many  important  provisions  rela* 
tive  to  the  judiciary,  which  defines,  and  may 
posdbly  be  regarded  as  also  limiting  the  powers  of 
the  district  judges,  in  admiralty  suits,  when  not 

(a)  1  BrodceDbroogfa's  B.,  380. 

ib)  Act  of  April  5,  1832 ;  4  Stot.  al  Ui^a,  503. 
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actaally  sitting  in  court  at  a  stated  or  formally  ™^-^* 
appointed  special  session  tliereo£  The  enactment 
Teferred  to  is  as  follows :  ^^  That  the  distiict  courts, 
as  courts  of  admiralty,  and  the  circuit  courts,  as 
courts  of  equity,  shall  be  deemed  always  open  for 
the  purpose  of  filing  libels,  bills,  petitions,  answers, 
pleas,  and  other  pleadings ;  for  issuing  and  return- 
ing mesne  and  final  process  and  commissions,  and 
for  making  and  directing  all  interlocutory  motions, 
orders,  rules,  and  other  proceedings  whatever,  pre- 
paratory to  the  hearing  of  causes  pending  therein 
upon  their  merits.  And  it  shall  be  competent  for 
any  judge  of  the  court,  upon  reasonable  notice  to 
die  parties,  in  the  clerk's  office  or  at  chambers, 
and  in  vacation  as  well  as  in  term,  to  make  and 
direct,  and  award  all  such  process,  commissions,  and 
interlocutory  orders,  rules,  and  other  proceedings, 
whenever  the  same  are  not  grantable  of  course 
according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court(a).'' 
The  particular  objects  of  the  second  branch  of 
tins  section  of  the  act  appear  to  have  been  to  em- 
power each  of  the  judges  of  the  circuit  courts, 
separately,  to  exercise  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
first  branch  of  the  section  on  the  court,  and  to  pre- 
scribe the  simplest  manner  in  which  these  powers 
might  be  executed  by  the  judges  of  the  two  courts. 
The  enumerated  powers  seem  to  have  been  intended 
to  embrace  every  act  which  may  be  required  of  the 
court  in  causes  prior  ^to  the  hearing  upon  their 
merits  f  and  to  that  extent,  the  statute  places  the 

(a)  Act  xrf*  AagQSt  23,  1842,  ch.  198 ;  5  Stat  at  Large,  516« 

8 
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▼^«-  BQbject  on  the  footing  upon  whicli  0.  J.  Maht 
SHAXiL  supposed  it  to  rest  befora  Bat  though 
the  case  above /cited  did  not  require  him  to  express 
an  opini<m  upon  the  authority  of  the  judge  to  hear 
a  cause  on  its  merits  at  any  time,  his  coarse  of 
reasoning  would  seem  to  lead  to  this  result.  In 
this  respect,  therefore,  the  statute  may  possibly  be 
thought  to  abridge  the  power  asciibed  by  him  to 
the  Chief  Justice* 

But  even  under  this  construction  of  the  act,  where 
a  cause  is  not  heard  on  the  return  day  of  the  pro- 
cess, as — in  cases  of  minor  importance,  especially  in 
suits  for  seamen's  wages — frequently  happens,  as  I 
understand,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New-Tork, 
and,  as  I  am  well  informed,  in  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts ;  and  where  no  day  of  hearing  is  fixed  on 
the  return  day,  which,  however,  it  always  ought  to 
be,  unless  there  be  some  special  and  sufficient  reason 
to  the  contrary,  it  is  supposed  that  the  judge  might, 
at  any  time  after  a  cause  was  ready  for  a  final 
hearing,  on  the  appliealioii  of  the  parties,  or  of  either 
of  them,  appoint  a  special  session  for  the  purpose 
of  such  hearing.  The  act  giving  the  power  to 
appoint  special  sessions  of  the  district  court  does 
not  prescribe  the  mode  of  doing  it  In  this  respect 
it  differs  from  the  act  authorizing  the  appointment 
of  special  sesaons  of  the  circuit  court^  for  which 
purpose  a  previous  notice  in  a  newspaper  is  required. 
Shoold  a  judge  consider  it  to  be  his  duty  to  exercise 
this  power  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  parties,  he 
ought,  doubtless,  to  take  care  to  require  reasonable 
notice  to  be  given  of  his  order  to  the  opposite 
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party ;  for  although  the  parties  to  an  admiralty  suit  ^J*  ^* 
^e  presTuned  to  be  always  present  in  conrt,  to  take 
note  of  its  proceedings)  this  presumption  would  not 
embrace  an  extraor^ary  act  done  at  chambers.  It 
is  snpposedf  also,  that  special  conrts,  for  the  purpose 
of  admiralty  proceedings,  might,  by  an  order  made 
and  published  for  that  purpose,  be  lawftilly 
appointed  prospectively,  to  be  held  at  stated  periods, 
as  on  a  certain  day  of  each  week,  or  month,  for 
example ;  and  that  at  such  sessions  causes  might  be 
heard  on  their  merits,  as  at  a  stated  session. 

But  the  possible  constructions  above  mentioned, 
of  the  act  of  1882  and  of  1842,  do  not  by  any 
means  appear  to  be  necessary.  On  the  contrary, 
the  former  may  have  been  intended  only  to  remove 
doubts  or  scruples,  supposed  or  known  to  exist  in 
some  of  the  districts,  as  to  the  authority  of  a  judge 
of  the  district  court,  in  vacation^  to  direct  the 
delivery  of  property  seized  under  the  revenue 
\aws(a) ;  and  the  latter  act  may  not  unreasonably 
be  supposed  to  have  been  designed  for  a  similar 
purpose,  and  also  for  that  of  inculcating  as  a  duty, 
what  it  may  have  been  thought  might  otherwise  be 
regarded  only  as  a  power  to  be  exercised,  or  to  lie 
dormaiit,  according  to  the  inclination  or  convenience 
of  the  judge. 

(a)  I  rmnember  to  liafe  sonwirfaeie  met  with  the  expnaaofk  of  a 
doubt  to  this  effect,  by  Mr.  Jiutwe  Stort  ;  aad  indeed  theie  aeem 
to  be  ground  for  it,  in  the  language  of  the  collection  act  in  Tirtne  oi 
which  such  seizures  are  made. 
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TOL.t. 

Of  thb  Timx  within  which  Suits  ik  ths  Adhiiultt  mat 

BE  PrOBECUTSD.  - 

There  is  no  statute  of  the  TTnited  States  limiting 
the  period  within  which  suits  in  the  admiralty,  of 
any  description,  are  to  be  brought  The  (Mtnission, 
in  regard  to  suits  for  seamen's  wages,  at  least,  is 
remarkable ;  since,  with  respect  to  these^  it  has  been 
thought  necessary  to  prescribe  minute  regulations  in 
other  respects. 

In  common  law  actions,  the  laws  of  the  states, 
respectively,  Aimish  the  rule  of  limitation,  to  the 
national  courts,  under  that  provision  of  the  Judiciary 
Act  by  which  it  is  declared  that  ^^  the  laws  of  the 
several  states,  except  where  the  Constitution,  treaties 
or  statutes  of  the  United  States  shall  otherwise 
require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of 
decision  in  trials  at  common  law,  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  where  they  apply."  But  this  provi- 
sion, it  will  be  seen,  does  not  embrace  suits  in  the 
admiralty.    In  a  suit  m  personam,  brought  by  a 

Massachusetts,  it  was,  nevertheless,  insisted  that  the 
action  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
that  state,  as  a  part  of  the  lex  lod^  upon  general 
principles.  The  district  court  overruled  the  plea, 
and  the  decision  was  affirmed  by  Mr.  Justice  Stobt, 
on  appeal  His  opinion  was  that  the  terms  of  the 
act  did  not^  in  fact,  embrace  a  proceeding  in  the 
admiralty ;  a  libel  m  reni  ovpereonam  not  being,  in 
the  language  of  the  act,  ^^  an  action  of  account  or 
upon  the  case.''    But  he  also  strongly  intimated  the 
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opinion,  that  inasmuch  as  the  admiralty  and  maritime  <^^  i- 
jurisdiction  is  confined  exclusively  to  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  a  statute  of»limitation,  of  a  state, 
could  not,  jyroprio  vigare,  apply  to  suits  on  the 
admiralty  side  of  these  courts(a).  In  another  case, 
also,  a  suit  for  wages,  it  was,  by  the  same  learned 
judge,  further  held,  that  the  statute  of  Anne,  limiting 
suits  in  the  admiralty  for  seamen^s  wages  to  six 
years,  is  not  operative  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States ;  the  colonial  vice-admiralty  courts  not  being 
named  in  the  act,  and  there  being  no  evidence  that 
this  limitation  had,  in  fact,  ever  been  adopted  by 
theoL  He  was  of  opinion,  moreover,  if  it  Were 
shown  that  the  statute  of  Anne  had  been  adopted 
in  practice  by  the  colonial  courts,  before  the  revolu- 
tion, it  would  not  follow  that  it  was  obligatory  upon 
the  admiralty  courts  organized  under  the  government 
of  the  Unibn ;  these  courts  deriving  their  powere 
and  authority  from  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  having  no  connection  or  depen- 
dence upon  the  colonial  vice-admiralty  courts(^).  - 

It  follows,  then,  from  these  decisions,  assuming 
them  to  be  sound,  that  suits  in  the  adniiralty  are 
subject  to  no  definite  limitation  in  point  of  time ; 
but  it  IS  by  no  means  to  be  supposed  that  they  are 
exempt  from  restriction  in  this  respect  On  the 
contrary,  it  ii  a  settled  doctrine  in  the  admiralty, 
that  ^iale  demands  will  not  be  entertained*  ^There 
is  surely,"  said  Lord  Siowxll,  ^  a  principle  of  limi- 

(a)  Bomm  r.  /tmeiy  2  GaUiKm's  R.,  477. 
(6)  WiOard  r.  Dorr,  3  Maflon's  R^  91. 
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T^t.  tation,  in  tbe  administration  of  every  system  of 
jnrispradence,  to  be  derived  oot  of  the  nature  of 
«  things,  whieh  entitle8»the  conrt  to  avail  itself  of  the 
universal  maxim,  'vigtlofUilnM  nm  dormimtibM 
wubserviwni  leges(a)!  ^  This  was  said  in  the  case  of 
a  bottomry  bond;  and  the  succeeding  remains  of 
this  eminent  judge  illustrate  an  important  principle, 
viz.,  that  the  application  of  the  maxim  quoted  by 
him,  to  a  given  6ase,  ought  to  depend  upon  all  the 
considerations  and  circumstances  belonging  to  it, 
which,  in  point  of  g^aeral  eicpediency,  as  well  as 
private  justice,  affect  the  propriety  of  such  applica- 
tion. But  the  discretion  to  be  ezeroised  by  the 
courts,  in  this  respect,  is  by  no  means  an  unlimited 
and  arbitrary  power.  On  the  contrary,  it  has  been 
justly  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Stoby,  that  "  courts  <rf 
admiralty,  like  courts  of  equity,  govern  themselves 
in  the  maintenance  of  suits  by  the  analogies  of  the 
common  law  limitatipn8(^).'' 

Joinder  of  Parties. 

^iJ!Si£i  ^^^  ^principles  relative  to  the  joinder  of  parties 
in  personal  actions  are  essentially  the  same  in  courts 
of  admiralty  as  in  courts  of  common  law.  In  actions 
w  contractt^  all  the  persons  with  whom  the  contract 
was  made,  if  living,  ought  to  join  as  libeUants  in  the 
action.  Tims,  if  several  persons  Imve  jointly  fu^ 
nidied  materials,  labor,  or  other  necessaries  for  the 
repair  or  outfit  of  a  vessel,  and  choose  to  sue  the 

(a)  The  Rebetxa^  5  Robinaon's  R.,  102* 

(6)  The  Brig  Sara  Anney  2  Somner'B  R.,  207,  212. 
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owner  or  master^  instead  of  having  recourse  to  a  <'bap.i. 
anit  m  rem  against  the  vessel,  they  should  sue 
jointly ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  contract 
has  been  jointly  made  by  several  persons,  they  are 
to  be  jointly  saed.  If^  for  ezas^le,  in  the  case  of 
material-men,  there  are  several  part-owners  of  the 
vessel,  the  suit  oaght  to  be  against  them  alL  So, 
also,  with  respect  to  actions  ex  dduAo :  where  two 
or  more  persons  have  received  a  joint  injury,  as  by 
being  jointly  interested  in  the  thing  which  was  the 
subject  of  the  injury,  they  should  all  join  in  the 
action.  Thus,  if  there  be  several  padrowners  of  a  • 
ship  or  goods  injured  by  collision,  they  ought  all  to 
join  in  an  action  against  the  master  or  owner  of  the 
vessel  by  winch  the  injury  has  been  done ;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  joint  tort-feasors,  being  severally  aa 
well  as  jointly  liable,  may  be  sued  separately.  These 
rules  are^  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  {h« venting 
unnecessary  litigation,  and,  in  matters  of  contract, 
to  insure  impartiality  in  the  enforcement  of  legal 
responsibilities.  As  such  they  ought  to  be  observed, 
under  all  ordinary  circumstances;  but  courts  oi 
admiralty  administer  justice  ex  hono  et  cegruoj  and 
are  therefore  bound  to  take  care  that  it  shall  not  be 
obstructed  in  ite  ooTiiBe  by  »  rigid  adherence  to 
technical  ruleSi  The  foregoing  rules  forbid  thenars 
joinder  of  proper  parties.  The  rules  prevailmg  in 
the  common  law  courts,  touching  the  misjoinder  <^ 
improper  parties,  are  also  applicable  to  suits  in  peit- 
eoTumi  in  the  admiralty,  and  are  in  their  nature 
imperative.  Persons  Ween  whom  there  is  n<. 
privity,  can  neither  join  as  libellants,  nor  be  joined 
as  respondents,  in  the  same  libeL    Thus,  it  was  held 


24  ADMIRALTT  PRACTICE. 

y^Lj,  by  Mr,  JoBtice  Story^  that  a  libel  against  two  pe 
sons,  charging  them  severally  with  separate  an 
distinct  acts  of  assault  and  battery,  could  not  I 
sii8tained(a).  The  same  role  would  apply,  afortior 
to  an  action  ex  contract  and  would  in  both  cas< 
extend  to  libellants  as  well  as  respondents. 
Jj^  With  the  exception  of  mariners,  suing  for  wage 

who  have  always  been,  in  some  respects,  a  favors 
claas  of  suitors  in  the  admiralty,  and  who  have  lo£ 
been  permitted  to  sue  jointly,  the  same  principl 
are  supposed  to  be  applicable  to  the  joinder  or  no 
joinder  of  libellants  suing  in  refm  /  and  though  s 
pereons  who  have  a  proprietary  interest  in  the  thit 
proceeded  against,  may  appear  as  claimants  in  tl 
suit,  and  thus,  in  a  general  sense,  become  defe 
dants,  although  dieir  interests  are  distinct,  yet  wh< 
there  is  no  privity  of  interest  among  them,  each 
bound  to  interpose  his  claim  separately  for  his  o\^ 
interest,  specifying  it(i).  Thus  in  salvage  cases  tl 
proper  course  is  to  make  all  the  co^vors  parti< 
including  the  owners  of  the  salvor  ship,  who, 
such,  are  entitled  to  share  in  the  salvage ;  or  tl 
underwriters,  when  there  has  been  an  abatidonme 
of  the  property  to  them,  and  it  has  been  accept 
by  them ;  and  if  any  of  the  salvors  are  omitted 
the  original  libel,  and  the  property  has  already  be< 
arrested,  and  is  in  the  custody  of  the  court,  und 
process,  they  may  bring  forward  tiieir  claims  1 
suitable  allegations,  connecting  themselves  with  i 
salvage  service,  and  thus  make  themselves  parti 

(a)  Tksma*  ▼.  Lant^  2  Sumner'a  R.,  1. 

{b)  Stratum  t.  Jarvit  and  Brown,  8  Peten's  R.,  4  (11  Curt 
DeciB.  S.  0.,  3). 
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Such  allegatioiis  being  admitted  hj  the  coort^  and  ™£:  *• 
filed,  are  necessarily  brought  to  the  notice  of  all  the 
other  parties,  and  the  formality  of  notice  by  process 
is  not  required ;  and  it  may  be  said,  in  general,  that 
where  separate  libels  or  claims  are  unnecessarily 
filed,  it  is  at  the  peril  of  paying  costs(a). 

JoiNBiR  OF  Actions. 

With  respect  to  the  joinder  allowable  in  the  Jjj 
American  courts  of  admiralty,  of  several  demands, 
more  or  less  distinct^  in  the  same  suit,  it  would  be 

(a)  The  Henry  Ewbanky  1  Sumner's  R.,  400.  Where  a  flat  boat 
had  been  sunk  by  collision,  whereby  the  boat  and  her  cargo  were  lost, 
the  cargo  but  not  the  boat  being  insured,  the  insurance  had  been 
pud  under  an  agreement  between  the  underwriters  and  the  owners  of 
the  boat  and  part  of  the  cai^,  that  the  latter  should  institute  a  suit 
for  the  benefit  of  the  former,  to  recoyer  damages  sustained  by  the 
ooliision,  and  an  action  was  accordingly  broiight  in  the  name  of  such 
owners,  in  which  they  daimed  to  recorer  the  value,  as  well  of  thdr 
boat  as  of  the  caiga  The  two-fold  character  assumed  by  the  libel- 
lants  was  held  to  be  no  objection  to  the  action,  the  rule  being  that 
''all  persons  entitled,  on  the  same  state  of  ikcts,  to  participate  in  the 
same  relief,  may  join  as  libellanta,  whether  the  suit  be  tn  'permmam  or 
in  rem:^  Fretz  eialr.  Bull  et  oLy  12  Howard's  R.,  466  (19  Curtis's 
Decis.  8.  C,  249). 

And  in  a  suit  for  salvage  against  the  vessel  and  cargo  saved,  the 
cargo  having  been  delivered  to  the  consignees  who  resided  near  the 
p]ace  vhere  the  suit  was  iMrought,  and  the  master  being  the  owner  of 
one-fourth  of  the  vessel,  it  was  held  to  be  irregular  and  inadmissible 
for  him  to  appear  as  claimant  of  the  cai^  as  well  as  of  the  vesseL 
Had  the  suit  been  instituted  at  a  great  distance  from  the  residence  of 
the  owners  and  consignees  of  the  cargo  it  would  have  been  otherwise. 

The  several  owners  of  different  parts  of  the  same  cargo  shipped  for 
conveyance  may  join  in  a  suit  tn  rem  for  damage  or  loss  of  the  goods 
in  transportation.  Rich-f.  Lamberi,  12  Howard's  R.,347  (19  Curtis's 
Decis.  S.  C,  171). 
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roL^s.  unsafe  to  attempt  to  lay  down  any  very  exact  ru] 
Such  of  the  rules  npon  this  subject,  prevailing  ! 
courts  of  common  law,  as  result  from  diversiti 
in  the  forms  of  pleas  and  of  judgmen^  having  i 
similar  foundation  to  rest  upon  in  the  admiralt 
are,  of  course,  inapplicable.  And,  on  the  oth 
hand,  although  an  admiralty  suit  bears  a  mm 
closer  analogy  to  a  suit  in  equity  than  to  a  comm< 
law  action,  it  cannot  be  asserted  that  exceptions 
a  libel  on  the  ground  of  multifariousness,^  depcE 
in  all  respects,  upon  the  same  principles  that  a 
applicable  to  the  like  objecljons  to  a  bill  in  ch£ 
eery.  Indeed,  there  seems  to  have  been  a  grc 
diversity  of  opinion  and  practice,  in  this  particul 
among  the  several  coui*ts. 
Btt^M  The  learned  and  experienced  judge  of  the  Unit 

bJJK  ^  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-York, 
his  summary  of  the  practice  in  his  own  cod 
observes,  that  ^^  causes  of  action,  however  unc< 
nected  and  dissimilar,  may  be  prosecuted  in  1 
same  suit  in  admiralty;  such  as  claims  resting 
hypothecation  or  privilege,  or  arising  ex  cojify^cu: 
or  €X  delicto*  but  this  practice  does  not  pen 
parties  being  joined  as  libellants,  whose  interests 
not  rest  upon  a  cause  of  action  common  to  all,  i 
to  b^  made  co-respondents,  unless  they  are  subj 
to  a  common  responsibility  in  the  matter  (a),'' 
taS  dSrn  ^^  ^  ^^  down  in  Dunlap^s  Admiralty  Pract 
prSSS^^  that  "  In  admiralty  suits,  m  persoriam,  all  causes 
action  of  admiralty  cognizancci,  exififting  betw 
the  same  parties,  whether  founded  on  contract 

(a)  Betto's  Admiralty  PiBctioe,  20. 
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tort^  may  be  joined  in  the  libel  and  stated  in  o^-^- 
different  articles,*  as  in  several  connts  in  a  .declara- 
tion at  common  ]s,w(a).^  And  he  cites  two  manuscript 
cases,  dedded  in  the  District  Conrt  for  the  District 
of  Massachosetts,  in  support  of  this  unlimited  pro- 
position. He  adds,  however,  that  causes  of  action, 
60?  conbroLchi  and  ex  d^dcto^  are  not,  in  that  court, 
required  to  be  joined.  Whether,  in  either  of  the 
cases  referred  to  by  Mr.  Duin^AP,  the  doctrine 
stated  by  him  was  distinctly  adjudicated  on  ex- 
ception taken  to  the  libel  for  multifarousness,  does 
not  appear ;  but  the  .kamed  judge  of  the  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Maine,  in  an  elaborate  and 
fordble  judgment^  has  not  hesitated  to  repudiate  ^^^ 
this  doctrine,  in  its  broad  extent,  as  unsound  in  f^Jii 
principle  and  unsupported  by  authority.  In  the 
case  before  him,  which  was  a  wjitin peramam,  in 
behalf  of  a  seaman  against  the  master,  the  libel 
comprised,  in  one  article,  a  demand  of  wages,  tech- 
nically denominated  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages ; 
and,  in  another  article,  a  demand  of  damages  for 
personal  mjuries,  technically  called  a  cause  of 
damage. 

Judge  Wabe  admitted  that  it  was  a  common 
practice  in  the  admiralty  to  proceed  in  the  same 
Hbel,  for  wages  earned  in  a  particular  voyage,  and 
for  damages  for  a  tortious  discharge  of  the  seaman 
in  the  course  of  the  same  voyage(d) ;  and  that  a 

(a)  Bimlap's  Admiralty  Practioe,  88,  89. 

(6)  Emenony.  HinOand^  1  Mason,  46;  Uie  Exeter^  2  Bob.,  261; 
The  Beaverj  3  Rob.,  92;  The  Gloucester^  4  Petera'a  Ad.  R.,  403, 
iioCe,  406. 
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Y^%    seaman  might  recover,  in  the  same  suit,  wages,  an 
the  statute  allowance  made  to  a  mariner,  who 
discharged  from  a  vessel  in  a  foreign  country  wit 
his  own  consent(a).     But  the  superadded  claims  i 
these  cases  had  been  admitted,  he  said,  ratl^er 
being  in  the  nature  of  additional  wages,  or  as  claii 
legally  connected  with  and  gi*owing  out  of  t1 
principal  claim,  than  as  distinct  and  independe 
causes  of  action.    It  was  true,  also,  that,  the  exte 
to  which  different  actions  may  be  united  in  a  sing 
suit,  and  prosecuted  together  in  the  admiralty, 
not  very  clearly  defined  by  any  settled  rule  of  jur 
prudence.    In  the  practice  of   the  common  h 
courts,  several  independent  causes  of  action  may 
comprised  in  one  suit,  provided  they  are  of  t 
same  nature,  and  the  course  of  proceeding  is  in 
the  same ;  and  this,  though  contrary  to  the  rule 
chancery,  is  according  to  the  modem  practice, 
least,  in  the  civil  law  courts,  which  allows  an  in 
finite  number  of  distinct  and  unconnected  acti< 
to  be  united  in  one  suit,  provided  they  are  all 
the  same  general  nature,  and  they  do  not  occajs 
a  confusion  in  the  course  of  proceeding.     If  1 
effect  is  produced,  the  libel  is  liable  to  the  dilat 
exception,  ineptoB  (ni/m/ulationis^  in  the  natore  c 
demurrer  for  want  of  form. 

But  the  danger  of  confusion  is  not  the  c 
reason  for  limiting  the  indefinite  liberty  of  unii 
different  actions  in  one  suit;  and  the  object: 
to  the  admission  of  multifarious  matters  in  this  f< 
apply  with  nearly  the  same  force  in  the  admir 

(a)  Ome  y.  Tawnaend,  4  Mason,  541. 
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as  in  equity.  And  there  is  one  objection  to  the  o^^-i- 
allowance  of  this  practice  as  a  matter  of  right, 
which  applies  with  peculiar  force  to  suits  in  the 
admiralty;  and  that  is,  its  tendency  to  delay.  In 
maritime  causes,  and  particularly  in  those  to  which 
mariners  are  parties,  it  is  of  primary  importance 
that  justice  should  be  promptly  administered  The 
modes  of  proceding  in  the  admiralty  are  adapted 
to  this  end.  They  are  plain,  simple  and  direct, 
and  everything  tending  to  prolixity  is  studiously 
excluded.  But  it  is  obvious  that  nothing  could  tend 
more  directly  to  draw  auits  out  to  an  inconvenient 
length,  than  to  allow,  as  a  general  practice,  inde- 
pendent actions,  each  depending  on  its  own  proper 
evidence,  to  be  consolidated  into  one  suit,  whereby 
each  must  necessarily  be  subjected  to  the  delays 
incident  to  all  the  rest.  Such  a  practice,  recognized 
as  a  matter  of  absolute  right,  would  enable  a  mariner 
to  join,  in  the  same  libel,  a  claim  for  wages  earned 
in  one  voyage,  and  a  cause  of  damage  accruing  in 
another.  Oppressive  uses  might  thus  be  made  of 
the  process  of  the  conrt ;  and  jnasters  of  vessels,  in 
particular,  might  be  subjected  to  the  most  incon- 
venient  embarrassments  in  their  business,  or  be 
mijustly  compelled  to  buy  their  peace.  The  learned 
judge  was  of  opinion,  moreover,  that  there  was  a 
further  objection  to  allowing  the  joinder  of  the 
particular  causes  of  action  in  the  case  then  before 
him^  founded  in  the  nature  of  two  several  liabilities 
which  the  libellant  was  seeking  to  enforce;  for 
though  the  master  is  personally  responsible  to  the 
mariner  for  his  wages,  it  is  not  as  for  his  own  proper 
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voL^i.  debt;  and  if  lie  is  compelled  to  pay  the  wages 
the  first  instance,  he  has  his  remedy  over  agaii 
the  owner  for  reimbursement;  while  for  persoi 
injuries  inflicted  by  himself,  he  alone  is  responsil 
There  was  a  manifest  impropriety  in  thus  attem 
ing  to  blend  such  conflicting  liabilities,  and  it  y 
not  ^lowable  in  suits  at  common  law.  Under  th 
views  of  the  question,  Judge  Wake  allowed  1 
exception  to  the  libel.  He  would  not^  howe\ 
take  it  upon  himself  to  pronounce  that,  even  in  si 
a  case,  if  no  objection  be  taken  to  the  libel 
account  of  its  multifariousness,  a  court  Qiay  i 

.    adjudicate  on  both  actions  in  one  suit^  mak 
separate  decrees  in  respect  to  each(a). 

K  this  learned  and  well  reasoned  judgment 
open  to  criticism  at  all,  the  learned  reader  ^ 
probably  suppose  it  to  be  in  respect  to  the  imj 

.    tance  it  attaches  to  the  twofold  character  in  wb 
the  respondent  was  charged ;  while  the  admissi 
that  the  court  might  and  ought,  in  its  decree 
discriminate  between  the  responsibilities  attad 
to  each,  would  seem  to  furnish  a  sufficient  ans' 
to  the  objection.    I  am  very  far,  however,  fi 
intending  to  intimate  a  doubt  of  the  soundness  of 
learned  judge*s  conclusion.    This  is  probably 
only  reported  case  to  be  met  with,  in  which 
subject  of  the  joinder  of  actions  in  courts  of  ad 
ralty  has  been  discussed.    The  opinion  is  valm 
as  an  illustration  of  the  unsettled   state   of 
question,    and  as  clearly  indicating  the    gen< 

(a)  PraU  r.  Thomas,  Ware's  R.,  427. 
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principles  and  considerations  npon  whicli  it  rests.  ^^"^-  *• 
In  the  specific  application  of  general  principles, 
courts  are  not  required  to  go  beyond  the  exigencies 
of  the  case  before  them ;  and  if  this  opinion  leaves 
the  doctrine  of  joinder  of  actions  still  unsettled, 
except  as  to  cases  in  all  essential  respects  similar,  or 
strictly  analogous  to  that  in  which  the  opinion  was 
pronounced,  it  is  no  fault  of  its  author.  It  may  be 
added,  also,  that  his  reasoning  and  conclusions  are 
in  accordance  with  what  seem  to  have  been  the 
impressions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  a  case  where  it  was  said  to  be  irregular  and 
contrarj?  to  the  known  principles  of  courts  of  admi- 
ralty to  allow,  in  a  libel  in  rem^  and  quasi  for  pos- 
session, the  introduction  of  matters  of  an  entirely 
different  character,  as  the  claim  of  a  partowner  for 
his  wages  and  advances  as  master(a). 

The  decision  was  in  conformity,  moreover,  with  £-3^ 
what  appears  to  be  the  established  practice  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England ;  for  in  the 
case  of  Ths  Jack  Pa/rk(h\  referred  to  by  Judge 
Wabe,  which  was  a  suit  by  a  mariner  against  the 
master!  for  snbtraction  of  wages,  on  exce^ibn  taken 
to  an  allegation  in  the  libel,  of  ill  usage,  for  which 
however,  no  damages  were  claimed,  but  which  was 
inserted  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  matters  of 
defence  which  it  was  expected  would  be  set  up ;  Sir 
William  Soott,  referring  to  this  allegation,  said  it 
was  "  certainly  a  charge  proper  for  an  allegation  of 

X 

(a)  The  Steamboat  Orleans  y.  PhcBbua,  11  Petero's  R.;  175  (12 
Curtis's  Decis.  S.  C,  391). 
(6)  4  BobioBon's  R.,  308. 
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TOT^i.    damage;  but  it  mighty  neverthelesa,  be  not  impro] 
in  a  suit  of  this  kind,  as  historically  accounting 
a  fact  afterwards  relied  on ;  and  on  that  ground 
might  not  be  unfit  to  be  admitted  here^  though 
court  is  not  insensible  of  the  danger  of  mixing  si 
very  different  in  their  substance,  as  well  as  in 
manner  of  conducting  them(a).^ 

(a)  This  allusion  to  a  difference  between  the  manner  of  condw 
suits  for  wages  and  suits  for  damage,  is  understood  by  Judge  T\ 
to  refer  to  the  distinctions  between  plenary  and  summary  cai 
which  exist  in  the  practice  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts ; 
it  is  true  that  the  advocate  for  the  respondent  did  speak  of  an  ai 
of  damage  as  a  plenary  action.  The  distinctions  between  these 
modes  of  procedure  are  stated  and  explained  by  Browne,  as  foil 
^'The  distinctions  between  plenary  and  summary  causes  are 
known.  It  is  familiar,  also,  to  the  common,  or  at  least  the  si 
law.  Plenary  are  those  causes  in  which  the  order  and  solemn! 
the  law  are  exactly  observed.  There  is  a  formal  contestation  of 
a  regular  term  to  propound^  and  solemn  condutUm  of  the  acts ;  f 
there  is  the  least  omission  or  infringement  of  the  regular  ordei 
whole  proceedings  are  annulled.  Summary  are  those  in  which 
order  and  solenmity  are  dispensed  with ;  the  suit  is,  aa  it  were 
tested,  hj  the  next  contradictory  act  after  the  libel  put  in,  that  con 
the  merits  of  the  cause.  Such  as  the  dissent  of  the  proctor 
second  assignation  to  hear  sentence,  supplies  the  place  of  conchu 
there  is  no  assignation  to  propound,  nor  express  conclusion  ;  in  i 
omnia  substantia  sunt  svblata.  Sometimes,  even  the  libel  ai 
proceedings  may  be  viva  voce?^  2  Bro.  Civ.  and  Adm.  Law  (N.  1 
1840),  413,  note.    See,  also,  1  idem,  492. 

But  it  is  stated,  without  qualification,  both  by  Browne  (v 
413)  and  by  Glerke  (Gierke's  Praxis,  tit  19),  that  all  causes  i 
admiralty  are  summary.  There  is,  however,  in  the  English  admi 
a  form  of  proceeding  which  (though  probably  with  such  occa 
variations  as  the  exigencies  of  particular  cases  may  be  suppo 
%#  require)  seems,  from  the  reports  of  adjudged  cases,  to  be  almo£ 
formly  pursued  in  suits  in  rem  for  seamen's  wages,  and  frequei 
not  generally,  in  others  also  (bottomry  and  collision,  for  exa] 
and  which  is  of  a  highly  summary  nature,  compared  with  tha 
formally  conducted  admiralty  suit    By  an  advocate  of  the  Co 
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TJp<Mi  the  whole,  it  may  not  be  very  unsafe  to   ^'"[^-  ^ 
affirm,  that  the  libellant  has  the  privilege  of  uniting  uke^lu^ 

united,  Mib- 
jedtotha 

Admiralty,  speaking  in  that  court,  the  latter  might  therefore,  perhaps,  ^j^^^^^j^ 

naturally  be  4enominated  a  plenary  euit,  in  contradistinction  to  the  Yery  ^^^  *^*"^ 

summary  and  informal  proceeding  to  which  I  have  alluded.    This  form 

of  proceeding  has  been  denominated  an  act  on  petition  [  a  formal  suit 

being  usually  called,  in  contradistinction,  a  proceeding  or  cause  "  by  plea 

and  proof."     See  2  Hagg.  K,  151,  n.,  and  3  Hagg.  R.,  343  ].    I  am 

not  aware  that  it  has  been  mentioned  by  any  elementary  writer;  and 

though  the  reports  of  cases  acyndged  in  the  English  admiralty  show 

that  it  18  in  &miliar  use,  sb  already  mentioned,  the  only  description  of 

it  which  I  have  met  with,  is  that  incidentally  given  by  Sir  William 

BcoTT,  in  the  case  of  ViUe  de  Varaovie  and  otkersj  2  Dodson's  R.,  174, 

184,  where  he  describes  it  aa  '*  a  mmmary  proceeding,  in  which  the 

partiee  state  their  reepectice  casee  briefly,  and  eupport  their  etatemente 

by  qffida^vit  /"  and,  in  reference  to  the  case  before  him,  he  proceeded 

to  characteriae  it  as  '^  a  form  convenient  enough  in  matters  of  slight 

intovst  and  not  of  very  delicate  investigation,  but  certainly  not  adapted 

to  a  casd  where  the  important  ftueta  are  themselves  minute,  and  there- 

fore  unfit  to  be  left  to  the  laxity  of  affidavits,  in  which  the  examination 

of  unwiliiog  witnesses  cannot  be  enforced  by  the  authority  of  the 

court.'' 

See,  also,  Ihe  Tartar,  1  Haggard's  Adm.  B.,  1,  where  the  reporter, 
in  giving  the  substance  of  the  **  act  on  petition,"  takes  occasion,  in  a 
note,  to  repeat  the  above  mentioned  definition  of  Lord  Stowjbll, 
leferring  to  the  case  of  The  ViUe  de  Varaonie. 

The  mode  of  commencmff  suits  in  this  form  does  not  appear  to  be 
Afferent  fipom  that  of  instituting  formal  suits.  The  *'  acUon  is  entered 
against  the  ship,  and  a  warrant  of  arrest  extracted  "  (  77ie  Lord  Hobart, 
2  Dodson's  R.,  100),  in  the  usual  mode;  and,  on  the  return  of  the 
prooaM,  the  cause  of  action  is  stated  and  brought  before  the  court  by 
a  **  summaiy  petition,"  instead  of  a  formal  libel. 

Of  this  suit  by  summary  petition,  it  may  be  said,  in  general,  that, 
compared  with  a  formal  suit  by  libel,  it  is  like  a  special  motion  com- 
pared with  a  formal  suit  at  law,  or  bill  in  diancery.  The  petition  is 
snpported  by  the  affidavit  of  the  party,  and  the  voluntary  affidavits  of 
otfa^  persons ;  and  the  allegations  of  the  petition  are  contested,  or 
delensive  allegations  are  given  and  supported,  ia  like  manner. 

IHiat  is  said  above  of  the  frequency  of  titis  form  of  proceeding  in  the 
Hi|^  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  learned  reader  will  find  fiilly  verified  on 
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YOLj,  '  Iq  qqq  ^jjH^  mj  many  actions  of  a  like  nature  as 
pleases;   subject,  however,    to   the    discretion 

examiniDg  the  reports.  In  a  case  of  collision,  Sir  Ghristoi 
BoBiNsox,  in  discussing  the  competency  of  the  crew  of  the  y 
charged  with  ix>mmitting  the  damage,  to  testify  in  the  case,  said 
the  case  had  come  hefore  me  an  petition  wpported  by  qffidt 
according  to  the  utwdform  in  ntch  caseif  each  party  would  have 
their  own  stoiy."  (The  Catharine  of  Dover j  2  Hagg.R.,  145, 
But  in  a  subsequent  case  of  collision.  Sir  John  Nicholl  sud 
*'  in  collision  suits,  the  most  rc^lar  course  of  proceeding  is  by 
and  proof^  which  enables  the  defendant  to  cross-examine  Uxe  witnei 
(The  Gladiator,  3  Hsgg.  K,  340,  342.) 

Whether  suits  in  this  form  can  be  entertained  in  the  Amc 
courts  of  admiraly,  consistently  with  the  rules  of  practice 
prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  is  a  question  upon  which  it  i 
be  indiscreet  to  express  an  opinion.  These  rules  require  a  '^  libc 
be  filed  before  process  issues ;  but  the  mere  form  of  the  written 
ment  of  the  cause  of  action  is  a  matter  of  little  importance,  sti 
must  be  substantially  the  same,  whether  in  the  form  of  a  libel  oi 
petition.  The  subsequent  proceedings  are,  howcTer,  widely  difi 
In  a  suit  by  summary  petition,  there  is  no  examination  of  witni 
but  the  case  is  promptly  and  informally  heard  and  decided,  upoE 
affidavits  ss  the  parties  are  able  to  produce.  Such,  at  least,  I  ii 
the  nature  of  the  proceeding  in  the  English  High  Court  of  Adm 
It  would  doubtless  be  admissible  in  the  American  courts,  if  mu 
assented  to  by  the  parties;  and  in  cases  inyolying  trivial  am 
especially  in  suits  for  wages,  while  it  would  be  highly  conduc 
economy  and  dispatch,  it  would  suffice  for  all  the  purposes  of  subs^ 
Justice. 

Since  the  preceding  part  of  this  note  was  written,  I  have  mei 
the  report  of  a  case  in  a  late  volume  of  Reports  of  Decisions 
English  Admiralty,  which  sheds  additional  light  upon  the  proc 
by  act  on  petition,  and  shows  it  to  be  still  more  predominant 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  than  I  had  ventured  to  represent  it  a£ 
I  refer  to  the  case  of  7^  Minerva,  1  W.  Robinson's  R.,  169 ; 
the  case  is  short,  I  shall  make  no  apology  for  inserting  it  entire 

«  THE  MINERVA.    Crawford. 

^  This  Was  a  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  a  libel  in  a  c 
bottoniryf 
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power  of  the  court  to  order  one  or  more  of  several   <^g^^'  ^ 
actions,  so  joined,  to  be  stricken  out  of  tbe  libel, 

'*The  suit  had  been  commenced  bj  plea  and  proofs  and  a  preliminary 
objection  was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  proceeding  by  Adanu  and 
Harding,  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  npon  the  ground  that  it  waa 
objectionable  in  principle,  and  a  departure  from  the  established  practice 
of  the  court  in  cases  of  this  kind.  That  the  usual  form  of  proceeding 
was  by  abt  on  petition  and  afiSdavit ;  and  the  admission  of  the  libel 
would  entail  a  hardship  upon  the  owners  of  the  vessel  proceeded 
against,  and  would  also  establish  an  inconyenient  precedent  in  future 
cases.  That  bonds  of  bottomry,  it  was  well  known,  were  most  fre- 
quently granted  by  the  masters  of  ships  in  the  ports  of  countries  far 
distant  from  the  residence  of  the  owners.  If,  therefore,  suits  for  their 
recovery  might  hereafter  be  brought  at  the  option  of  the  asserted 
bondholder,  in  the  mode  now  attempted  to  be  introduced,  the  conse- 
quence would  be,  that  in  a  mtyority  of  cases  of  this  description,  the 
evidence  must  be  taken  by  commission  abroad,  and  a  great  increase  o^ 
delay  and  expense  must,  of  necessity,  be  occasioned.  Such  would  be 
the  result  in  the  present  case,  if  the  court  should  admit  the  libel ;  and, 
at  all  events,  the  owners  of  the  Minerva  were  entitled  to  demand 
security  for  the  costs  of  proceeding. 

**In  support  of  the  libel,  Queen'f  Advocate  coftUra: 

^  That  in  point  of  principle,  it  was  obvious  that  a  proceeding  by  plea 
and  proof  was  a  convenient  form  of  proceeding,  and  in  many  cases 
indispensable  to  elucidate  ther truth  of  the  &cts  setup  on  the  one  side 
and  the  other,  by  compelling  the  evidence  of  reluctant  witnesses  and 
the  answers  of  the  parties  in  the  cause,  which  could  not  be  done  by 
the  more  summaiy  form  of  an  act  on  petition.  That  the  ancient  mode 
of  conducting  all  suits  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  was  by  libel  and 
proof;  and  although  in  the  modem  practice  of  the  court  the  more 
summary  form  of  an  act  on  petition  and  affidavit  had  undoubtedly 
prevailed,  it  was  still  open  to  the  suitors  to  elect  their  own  mode  of 
proceeding ;  and  that  their  right  to  such  election  had  been  recognized 
by  the  court  in  the  cases  of  the  Westmoreland  and  the  Sidney  Cove, 
and  other  decided  cases. 

*^PeT  Curiam: 

*'It  is,  I  think,  essential  to  the  fbrtherance  of  justice  in  these  causes, 
that  the  parties  in  the  suit  should  be  at  liberty  to  choose  their  own 
mode  of  proceeding,  whether  by  act  on  petition  or  in  the  more  solemn 
form  of  plea  and  proof;  and  for  this  reason,  that  many  cases  might 
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T^i.    when  this  privilege  appears  to  have  been  oppi 
8iyel7  or  very  unreasonably  used. 

oocar,  in  which,  without  the  exercise  of  this  liberty,  thej  would 
wholly  deprired  of  the  means  of  proof  necessary  for  the  establishm 
of  their  case.  For  instance,  as  it  has  been  obserred  by  the  Que< 
AdYOcate,  where  the  eridence  of  reluctant  witnesses  or  the  answer 
the  adyerse  parties  is  important  to  elucidate  the  case,  it  is  clear  t 
these  could  not  be  obtained  if  the  proceedings  were  confined  to  an 
on  petition ;  because  it  is  notorious  that  in  an  act  on  petition  the  te 
mony  is  altogether  Yoluntary,  and  the  court  has  no  power  to  comp 
man  to  make  an  affidayit.  Again,  similar  difficulties  might  arise 
cases  of  fraud,  where,  in  order  to  detect  the  real  truth  and  foundal 
of  the  transaction,  it  may  be  necessary  to  hare  an  opportunity  of  en 
examining  the  witnesses  that  are  produced.  If,  therefore,  the  obj 
tion  that  has  been  taken  to  the  admission  of  the  libel  rested  sim 
with  the  discretion  of  the  court,  I  should  be  disposed  to  reject  it ;  1 
I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  option  on  my  part.  Cases  h 
been  dted  by  the  learned  counsel,  in  which  the  suitor's  right  to  p 
ceed  by  plea  and  proof  has  been  recognized  by  my  predecessor  in  t 
chair;  and  I  myself  recollect  a  case  whidi  came  under  the  cpnside 
tion  of  Lord  Stowsll,  in  which  it  was  expressly  stated  by  tl 
learned  Judge,  that  the  proceeding  by  plea  and  proof  was  the  ancti 
law  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  that  the  mofe  summary  prooeedi 
by  act  on  petition  and  affidavit,  was  introduced  for  the  sake  of  o 
venience  alone ;  and  that  it  was  a  matter  of  right  in  any  suitor,  b\ 
ject  to  the  liability  for  costs,  to  choose  his  own  mode  of  proceeding 

'*  The  case  to  which  I  refer  was  a  case  of  collision ;  but  I  well  rec 
lect  that  the  observations  of  Lord  Stowxi^l  were  general,  and  i 
confined  to  cases  of  collision  only.  Upon  principle,  therefore,  and  a 
upon  the  precedent  of  former  decisions,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  t1 
the  bondholder  in  this  suit  is  at  liberty  to  proceed  in  the  mode  he  1 
adopted,  namely,  by  Ubel  and  the  examination  of  witnesses.  If,  in 
doing,  any  unnecessary  expense  or  hardship  shall  be  entailed  upon  1 
owners  of  the  Minenra,  I  shall  feel  it  my  duty  to  protect  them  fn 
any  such  burthen,  by  holding  the  bondholder  reqK>nsible  for  the  co 
thereof,  even  although  I  should  ultimately  pronounce  for  the  valid! 
of  the  bond. 

'<As  I  am  bound  to  presume  that  the  bond  was  duly  executed,  I  & 
not  make  an  order  of  security  for  the  costs,  until  I  see  some  spec 
reason  for  so  doing." 
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JonroxB  or  Suns  is  Bxm  asb  xh  TmmovAM, 

In  a  suit  for  pilotage,  prosecuted  in  rem  against 
the  vessel,  and  inpersona/m  against  the  master,  Mr. 
Justice  Stobt,  in  pronouncing  his  judgment  on  the 
merits  of  the  case,  observed  that  it  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  unnecessary  to  decide  "  whether  a  pro- 
ceeding in  persona/fTh  and  in  rem  can  be  regularly 
combined,  so  as  to  entitle  the  libellant  to  a  decree 
in  personam^  if  he  fails  to  establish  his  claim  in 
rem{a). 

The  same  question  again  presented  itself  for  con- 
sideration in  another  more  recent  case  of  a  suit  on 
a  contract  of  afiEreightment,  and  was  fully  discussed 
by  the  same  learned  judge.  ^'  In  the  course  of  tha 
argument,''  he  observed,  "  it  was  intimated,  that  in 
libels  of  this  sort,  the  proceedings  might  be  properly 
instituted  both  m  rem  against  the  steamboat,  and 
im,  pereonomi  against  the  owners  and  master  thereof. 
I  ventured  at  the  time  to  say,  that  I  knew  of  no 
principle  or  authority,  in  the  general  jurisprudence 
of  courts  of  admiralty,  which  would  justify  such  a 
joinder  of  proceedings,  so  very  different  in  their 
nature  and  character,  and  decretal  efifect  On  the 
contrary,  in  this  court,  every  practice  of  this  sort 
has  been  constantly  discountenanced,  as  irregular 
and  improper(5).'' 

(a)  The  Anfij  I  Mason's  R.,  508,  512. 

(b)  The  Nantucket  CUizen^  Bank  r.  The  Nantttckei  SteambwU 
(knnpany,  2  Story's  R.,  16* 

Mr.  Jostioe  Stokt  proceeded  to  comment  upon  a  case  in  the  High 
Conrt  of  Admiral^  of  England,  which  had  been  cited  at  the  bar ;  and 
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v^i.        In  another  case,  decided  at  the  same  term,  in 
which  the  libel,  or  a  charter-party  executed  by  the 

the  following  extract,  in  eddition  to  anj  light  it  maj  shed  tipoa  the 
question  under  consideration,  will  serve  the  further  purpose  of  exem- 
plifying the  great  and  often  insuperable  difficulty  which  the  ablest  and 
best  instructed  American  lawyer  has  to  encounter,  in  attempting  to 
ascertain  the  actual  practice  of  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty* 
Indeed,  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred,  from  the  confused,  obscure,  and, 
in  some  respects,  nonsensical  statements  rather  ostentatiously  intro- 
duosd  by  Mr.  Chittt  on  the  subject,  in  the  second  Yolume  of  his 
Qeneral  Practice,  that  this  knowledge  is  but  little  less  inaooessible  to 
an  English  lawyer  habituated  only  to  the  practice  of  the  common 
law  courts.  Strange  as  it  may  seem,  it  appears,  moreoyer,  by  the 
yery  latest  reports  which  have  reached  us.  of  the  decisions  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  that  its  practice,  in  many  particulars,  is  still 
uncertain  and  fluctuating. 

''  The  case  of  The  FHend  [  Triune  ]  (3  Haggard's  Adm.  R.,  114)," 
the  learned  judge  added,  '^  was  cited  at  the  bar,  in  ^support  of  the 
right  to  join  the  proceedings.  The  case  is  rery  imperfectly  reported ; 
but  it  appears  that  the  original  proceeding  was  in  rem  against  the 
ship,  for  collision ;  and  that  Wardell,  who  was  the  master  and  also  the 
principal  owner,  and  to  whose  negligence  the  libel  attributed  the  col- 
lision, alone  appeared  in  the  suit.  By  the  statute,  63  Qeorge  ni.,  ch. 
159,  the  owners,  when  the  loss  has  been  without  their  &ultor  privity, 
are  not  liable  beyond  the  yalue  of  their  ship  and  freight ;  but  the 
'  owners  who  are  in  fault,  and  the  master  also,  are  liable  to  full  dama- 
ges to  the  extent  of  the  injury  done  to  the  other  party.  No  bail  was 
giren.  The  freight  was  brought  into  court ;  the  ship  was  sold ;  and 
the  proceeds  &lling  short  of  the  damages  by  £400,  a  monition  issued 
against  Wardell  to  pay  that  sum,  which  &iling  to  do,  he  was  imprison- 
ed on  an  attachment,  moTed  for  and  granted  by  the  court.  Now  it  is 
apparent  that  there  was  a  great  peculiarity  in  this  case;  Wardell 
being  the  sole  party  who  intervened,  and  being  by  the  statute  liable 
for  the  full  damages.  A  monition  issued  before  the  attachment  was 
granted ;  and  if  that  monition  was  preceded  by  a  supplementary  libel, 
or  act  on  petition,  stating  the  fibcts  of  the  sale  of  the  ship)  and  the 
deficiency  to  pay  the  damages,  the  proceeding  was  clearly  rq;ular  and 
.  right.  But  if  no  preliminary  proceeding  was  had,  I  confess  that  I  do 
not  well  see  how  a  proceeding,  originally  in  rem^  could  be  prosecuted 
in  permmam  against  a  party,  who  in  such  proceeding  intervened  only 
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master,  was  m  reniy  and  also  against  the  master  in   ^^'  ^* 
personam^  Judge  Story,  at  the  conclusion  of  his 

for  and  to  the  extent  of  his  interest.  Probeblj  there  were  other  dr- 
comstanoes  which  yaried  the  general  role.  At  all  events,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  accede  to  the  authority  of  this  case,  if  it  is  to  stand 
nakedly  and  only  upon  the  circumstances  above  stated.  In  cases  of 
ooUisicMi,  the  injured  party  may  proceed  tn  rem^  or  in  pertonam,  or 
successively  in  each  way,  until  he  has  full  satis&ction ;  but  I  do  not 
understand  how  the  proceedings  can  be  blended  in  the  libel.'' 

It  is  proper  to  add,  that  the  dissent  of  this  eminent  American 
judge  fh>m  the  decision  of  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  the  case  of  77^ 
Triune^  has  since  been  fully  sustained  by  his  successor  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty:  In  the  case  of  JTie  Hope  (1  W.  Robinson's  R., 
155),  the  value  of  the  vessel  being  insuflScient  to  answer  the  damages 
decreed  in  an  action  of  damage  by  collision,  an  application  was  made  to 
the  court  to  charge  the  excess  of  damage  beyond  the  proceeds  of  the 
ship,  upon  the  master  of  the  dama^ng  vessel,  he  being  a  part-owner, 
and  as  such,  being  personally  responsible  therefor.  This  application 
was  opposed,  as  "  unsustainable  in  principle,  and  wholly  impreoedented 
in  the  practice  of  the  court;"  and  the  motion, was  denied  by  Dr.  Lush- 
iNOTOM,  the  present  distinguished  occupant  of  the  chair  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty.  The  supposed  ^hardship  upon  the  owners  will 
not,"  Jie  observed,  ^  entitie  me  to  exercise  a  jurisdiction  in  their 
behalf^  which,  according  to  my  own  in^ression,  I  dearly  do  not  pos- 
sess. I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  this  court,  in  a  proceeding 
of  this  kind,  has  ever  engrafted  upon  it  a  further  proceeding  against 
the  owners,  upon  the  ground  that  the  proceeds  of  the  vessel  proceeded 
against  have  been  insufScient  to  answer  the  full  amount  of  the  damage^ 
pronotmced  for." 

In  a  subsequent  case  of  collision  (The  Volant^  1  W.  Robinson's  R., 
383),  a  like  application  was  made ;  the  counsel  for  the  pluntiffs  mov- 
ing the  court  ^'to  have  the  decree  taken  down,  not  only  against  the 
yessel,  the  value  of  which  was  wholly  insufEldent  to  cover  the  amount 
of  damage  in  question,  but  also  against  the  master,  who  was  a  part- 
owner  of  the  Volant  [the  damaging  vessel] ;  and  in  support  of  his 
motion,  he  dted  the  case  of  The  TViune."  This  case,  it  appears,  was 
now,  for  the  first  time,  brought  to  the  notice  of  Dr.  Lushinoton;  and 
he  postponed  his  decision  for  the  purpose  of  further  consideration.  On 
a  subsequent  day,  adverting  to  the  conflict  between  his  own  former 
dedsion  and  that  of  his  immediate  predecessor,  he  said  he  thought  it 
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TOJLt.  opinion,  again  observed:  "As  the  master  has  died 
pending  the  proceedings,  and  no  revivor  of  the 
suit,  as  to  him,  has  been  moved  for,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  consider  whether  a  proceeding  m  refn  and 
in  persona/m  can  be  instituted  in  the  admiralty,  in 
a  case  of  this  sort(a).'' 

It  appears,  however,  that  this  form  of  proceed- 
ing was  resorted  to  in  a  late  case  of  collision, 
before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana ;  and  though  the 
cause  was  carried  by  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
it  does  not  appear  by  the  report  of  it  that  any 
exception  was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  action,  and 
the  decree  of  the  district  court,  in  favor  of  the 
libellant,  was  affirmed.  The  suit  was  commenced  in 
1844,  before  the  promulgation  of  the  new  rules  of 
practice,  and  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  in 
1847(i). 

I  have  deemed  it  proper  to  show  the  footing  on 
which  the  question  rested  in  point  of  general  prin- 

his  duty  to  consider  the  qnestion  as  an  open  question ;  and,  as  such, 
he  proceeded  elaborately  to  discuss  it.  His  conclusion  was  that  his 
former  decision  in  the  case  of  The  Hope  was  unquestionably  sound. 

Hiese  decisions,  although  they  are  perfectly  conclusive  against  any 
power  in  the  court  to  enforce  a  personal  liability  beyond  the  value  of 
the  thing  proceeeed  against  in  a  simple  suit  in  rem^  are  not,  it  will  be 
seen,  necessarily  so  against  the  regularity  of  formally  joining  a  suit  in 
personam  in  the  same  action  with  a  suit  in  rem;  but  the  absence  in 
the  English  reports,  as  &r  as  I  remember,  of  any  such  practice,  unless 
perhaps  in  suits  for  mariners'  wages,  furnishes  ground  for  the  supposi- 
tion that  it  is  deemed  to  be  inadmissible. 

(a)  Arthur  etalr.  The  Caetius,  2  Story's  R.,  81,  99. 

(6)  Waring  t.  Oark^  5  Howard's  R.,  441  (16  Curtis's  Decis.  S.  C, 
456). 
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eiple,  prior  to  the  promnlgatioii  of  the  rules  of  <^b^i. 
admiralty  practice,  already  so  often  referred  to; 
but  the  joinder  of  the  two  forms  of  action  seems  to 
have  engaged  the  serious  attention  of  the  Supreme 
Goorty  in  framing  these  rules ;  and  they  expressly  ^^^ 
authorize  the  joinder  in  the  same  libeL  of  a  suit  in  ^  new^ 
rem  and  of  a  suit  m  pereoriam^  for  mariners'  wages,  JJSS!^ 
for  pilotage,  and  for  damage  by  collision(a) ;  while 
they  seem  to  discountenance  it  in  suits  by  material- 
men, suits  for  assault  and  beating,  suits  founded  on 
a  simple  hypothecation  by  the  master  or  on  bot- 
tomry bonds,  and    in  suits  for  salyage(5).    But 
these  provisions,  and  some  others  contained  in  the 
rules  here  referred  to,  require  particular  attention ; 
and  although  those  other  provisions  are  not  strictly 
pertinent  to  the  particular  subject  under  considera- 
tion, it  is  convenient,  nevertheless,  briefly  to  notice 
them  in  this  place. 

This  code  of  rules  was  prescribed  in  pursuance  of 
ample  authority  for  that  purpose,  conferred  by  an 
act  of  Congress.    They  have  the  force,  therefore, 
of  l^islative  enactments,  and    they  require   the 
application  of  similar  rules  of  interpretation. 

The  twelfth  rule  authorizes  the  libellant,  in  suits 
by  material-men,  to  proceed  against  "the  ship  and 
freight  in  renij  or  against  the  master  and  the  owner 
alone  in  pereonam:^  the  thirteenth,  in  suits  for 
mariners'  wages,  to  proceed  against "  the  ship,  freight  ^J^2u^*'^ 
and  master,  or  against  the  ship  and  freight,  or  against  *^^  ^ 

(a)  See  Appendix,  Rules  xii.,  xit.,  xy, 

(6)  Appendix,  Rules,  xii.,  xiY.,  xvii,,  xtiii.,  xix. 
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Ya!L%  the  owner  or  the  master  alone  in  peraonam  :^  the 
fourteenth,  in  suits  for  pilotage,  to  proceed  against 
"^  the  ship  and  master,  or  against  the  ship,  or  against 
the  owner  alone  or  the  master  alone  in  personam  :^ 
the  fifteenth,  in  suits  for  damage  by  collision,  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  ^^  ship  and  master,  or  against  the 
ship  alone,  or  against  the  master  or  owner  alone  in 
jpersonam  :^  the  sixteenth,  in  suits  for  an  assault  or 
beating  on  the  high  seas,  or  elsewhere  within  the 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurifldiction,  directe  that 
"  the  suit  shall  be  in  personam  only :"  the  seven- 
teenth, in  suits  founded  on  mere  maritime  hypothe- 
cation, express  or  implied,  without  marine  interest, 
authorizes  the  libellant  to  proceed  "  either  in  rem^ 
or  against  the  master  or  owner  alone  i/n  personam  :^ 
the  eighteenth,  in  suits  on  bottomry  bonds,  to 
proceed  "m  rem  only  against  the  property  hypo- 
thecated," except  in  certain  specified  cases  of 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  master .  or  owner, 
in  which  cases  "the  suit  may  be  in  personam 
against  the  wrong^doer:"  the  nineteenth  declares 
that  suit^  for  salvage  "  may  be  in  rem  against  the 
property  saved,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  or  in  per- 
sonam against  the  party  at  whose  request  and  for 
whose*  benefit  the  salvage  service  has  been  per- 
formed.'' 

First,  then,  as  to  the  joinder  in  the  same  libel  of 
a  suit  in  personam  with  a  suit  in  rem.  It  having 
been  generally  understood,  previous  to  the  adoption 
of  the  new  rules,  that  wherever  there  is  a  personal 
liabmty  arising  from  a  contract  in  its  nature  mari- 
time, or  from  a  tort  committed  on  the  high  seas  or 
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tide  waters,  Buch  liability  might,  in  this  country,  be   <3hap.i. 
enforced  by  an  admiralty  snit  mpereonam^  the  pro- 
visioDS  contained  in  the  roles  above  cited  for  the 
prosecution  of  suits  in  this  form  may  be  regarded  as 
but  a  recognition  of  an  existing  principle.    But  JoiJS^to 
while  they  expressly  authorize  the  joinder  of  a  suit  ^t^ 
against  the  master  in  a  suit  against  the  ship,  they 
are  silent  with  respect  to  the  right  of  proceeding  in 
like  manner  against  the  owner. 

If  it  had  previously  been  an  established  principle, 
that  wherever  a  party  was  entitled  to  a  remedy  in 
rem^  and  also  mpereoTumi^  he  might  lawfully  pursue 
those  remedies,  whether  against  the  master  or  the 
owner,  conjointly  in  the  same  suit,  the  question 
would  then  be,  whether  it  was  by  these  rules 
intended  to  abrogate  this  right  with  respect  to  the 
owner ;  a  question  by  no  means  devoid  of  difficulty. 
But  the  right,  independently  of  the  rules,  to  join  the 
two  forms  of  action  in  one  suit,  at  all,  we  have  seen 
to  be  at  least  extremely  questionable ;  and  conced- 
ing that  the  rules  would  not,  by  implication,  have 
impaired  a  previous  right  to  proceed  against  the 
ship  and  owner,  the  question  now,  therefore,  is  whe- 
ther, as  the  right  to  proceed  in  this  form  had  never 
before  been  recognized,  the  rules  are  not  neverthe- 
less to  be  considered  as  having  been  intended  to 
define  and  limit  it.  Such  would  seem  to  be  the 
reasonable  and  sound  view  of  the  subject. 

I  propose,  in  the  second  place,  briefly  to  notice 
the  other  provisions  already  alluded  to,  of  two  of  the 
above  mentioned  rules.    The  twelfth  rule,  as  we  „  ,^    .  _, 
have  seen,  authorizes  a  suit  by  material-men  against  ^^^  '^ 
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vou  fc  tiie  ship  and  freight;  and  the  thirteenth,  a  salt  by 
mariners  against  the  ship^  freight  a/nd  master.  Now, 
in  each  of  these  cases  the  party  had  an  anqnestion- 
able  right,  prior  to  the  rales,  to  proceed  against  the 
ship  alone ;  and  as  it  was  rarely  necessary  to  resort 
to  the  less  simple,  and  generally  far  more  trouble- 
some remedy  against  the  freight,  this  was  rarely 
done.  Was  it  intended  to  compel  the  libellant, 
when  he  proceeded  against  the  ship,  to  proceed 
against  the  freight?  The  objections  to  such  a  con- 
struction are  so  obvious  and  weighty  as  to  render  it 
wholly  inadmissible,  if  it  can  be  avoided;  and  it 
seems  incredible,  therefore,  that  snch  coold  have 
been  the  design  of  these  rales :  and  yet,  it  may  be 
pertinently  asked,  if  this«  was  not  their  object,  what 
was  it  ?  Perhaps  a  sufficient  and  wer  to  this  question 
may  be  found  in  the  obvious  desire  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  prescribi|ig  the  forms  of  remedies  in  the 
admiralty,  to  avail  itself  of  the  occasion,  as  &r  as 
could  conveniently  be  done,  incidentally,  also  to 
declare  and  make  known  what  it  deemed  to  be  sound 
principles,  which  might  otherwise  be  doubted,  affect- 
ing the  rights  to  be  enforced  by  these  remedies. 
And  the  learaed  reader  will  recollect,  that  whUe 
the  right  of  the  material-man  and  mariner  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  ship  has  never  been  questioned,  it 
is  otherwise  with  his  right  to  resort  to  the  freight 
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This  seems  to  be  the  proper  place  to  notice  certain 
statutable  regulations  which  Congress  thonght 
proper  at  an  early  period  to  prescribCi  materially 
affecting  the  mariner's  remedy  for  the  recovery  of 
his  wages  in  one,  at  least,  and  that  the  most  nsnal 
and  ef&cacions,  of  its  forms. 

Suits  in.  the  admiralty,  like  suits  at  common  law 
or  in  equity,  may  in  general  be  instituted  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  party  claiming  a  right  to  remunerar 
tion  or  redress,  as  soon  as  this  right  accrues ;  but 
to  this  general  rule  suits  for  the  recovery  of  sear 
men^s  wages  form,  to  some  extent,  an  exception.  In 
regard  to  these,  the  interests  of  commerce,  and  a 
just  regard  to  the  welfare  of  a  dass  of  men  pro- 
verbial for  their  rashness  and  proneness  to  error 
when  on  shore,  have  been  supposed  to  require 
certain  restrictions  as  a  security  against  vexatious 
or  unnecessary  litigation.  These  restrictions  are  im- 
posed by  the  sixth  section  of  the  ^^  Act  for  the 
government  and  regulation  of  seamen,"  passed  Ju]y 
SO,  1790(a),  by  ^hich  it  is  enacted,  "That  every  ^Jf/fj;' 
seaman  or  mariner  shall  be  entitled  to  demand  and 
receive  from  the  master  or  commander  of  the  ship 

(a)  Ch.  29 ;  1  Stat  at  Large,  131. 

\ 
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voi*^«.  or  vessel  to  which  he  belongs,  one-third  part  of 
the  wages  which  shall  be  dne  to  him,  at  every  port 
where  snch  ship  or  vessel  shall  nnlade  and  deliver 
her  cargo,  before  the  voyage  be  ended,  unless  the 
contrary  be  expressly  stipulated  in  the  contract; 
and  as  soon  as  the  voyage  is  ended,  and  the  cargo 
or  ballast  be  fally  discharged  at  the  last  port  of 
delivery,  every  seaman  or  mariner  shaU  be  entitled 
to  the  wages  which  shall  be  then  due  according  to 
his  contract ;  and  if  such  wages  shall  not  be  paid 
within  ten  days  after  such  discharge,  or  if  any 
dispute  shall  arise  between  the  master  and  seamen 
or  mariners,  touching  the  said  wages,  it  shall  be 
.  lawful  for  the  judge  of  the  district  where  the  said 
ship  or  vessel  shall  be,  or  in  case  his  residence  be 
more  than  three  miles  from  the  place,  or  of  his 
absence  from  the  place  of  his  residence,  then  for 
any  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  to  summon  the 
master  of  such  ship  or  vessel  to  appear  before 
him,  to  show  cause  why  process  should  not  issue 
against  such  ship  or  vessel,  her  tackle,  furniture 
and  apparel,  according  to  the  course  of  admiralty 
courts,  to  answer  for  said  wages ;  and  if  the  mas* 
ter  shall  neglect  to  appear,  or,  appearing,  shall 
not  show  that  .the  wages  are  paid  or  otherwise 
satisfied  or  forfeited,  and  if  the  matter  in  dispute 
shall  not  be  forthwith  settled,  in  such  case  the 
judge  or  justice  shall  certify  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court  of  the  district  that  there  is  sufficient  cause 
of  complaint  whereon  to  found  admiralty  process ; 
and  thereupon  the  clerk  of  such  court  shall  issue 
process  against  the  ship  or  vessel,  and  the  suit  shall 
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be  proceeded  on  in  the  said  court,  and  final  judg-  ^'^^  •• 
ment  be  given  according  to  the  course  of  admiralty 
conrts  in  such  cases  used ;  and  in  such  suit,  all  the 
seamen  or  mariners  (having  cause  of  complaint  of 
the  like  kind  against  the  same  ship  or  vessel)  shall  be 
joined  as  complainants ;  and  it  shall  be  incumbent 
on  the  master  or  commander  to  produce  the  contract 
and  log-book,  if  required,  to  ascertain  any  matters 
in  dispute ;  otherwise  the  complainants  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  state  the  contents  thereof  and  the  proof 
of  the  contrary  shall  lie  on  the  master  or  com- 
mander :  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent 
any  seaman  or  mariner  from  having  or  maintaining 
any  action  at  common  law  for  the  recovery  of  his 
wages,  or  from  immediate  process  out  of  any  court 
having  admiralty  jurisdiction,  wherever  any  ship 
or  vessel  may  be  found,  in  case  she  shall  have  left 
the  port  of  delivery  where  her  voyage  ended, 
before  payment  of  the  wages,  or  in  case  she  shall 
be  about  to  proceed  to  sea  before  the  end  of  the  ten 
days  next  after  the  delivery  of  her  cargo  or  ballast^' 
With  regard  to  the  part  of  the  seaman's  wages 
which  the  act  declares  him  entitled  to  at  the  inter- 
mediate  porta,  if  any,  where  the  yeasel's  cargo  may 
be  unladen,  the  act,  it  will  be  seen,  imposes  no 
restraint  upon  the  right  of  immediate  resort  to  the 
admiralty  process ;  but  with  respect  to  the  balance 
of  his  wages  which  remain  unpaid  at  the  termina- 
tion of  the  voyage  for  which  he  shipped,  his  right 
of  action  (with  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  act) 
is  deferred  ten  days,  and  until  the  cargo  or  ballast  '^^  ^y^* 
IB    fully  discharged ;  and    he  is,  moreover,  then  ^^"^ 
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y^t'  required  to  obtain  the  certificate  of  the  judge  of 
the  district  courts  or,  by  a  late  act(a),  of  a  commis- 
sioner of  the  coorti  or  of  a  state  judge  or  justice  of 
the  peace,  that  there  is  sufficient  cause  of  complaint 
whereon  to  found  admiralty  process.  The  voyage 
Tmda^i     is  ^'  ended "  when  the  vessel  is  returned  to  her  last 

boglD  to  ran 

rawu4lhe  P^^  ^^  delivery,  and  is  there  safely  moored(J), 
But  some  difficulty  has  been  felt,  and  some  diversity 
of  opinion  has  been  entertained  by  the  courts,  with 
respect  to  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  "  and 
the  cargo  or  ballast  be  fully  dischai^ed.''  The  just 
conclusion  from  all  that  has  been  judicially  said  upon 
the  subject  seems  to  be,  that  this  clause  is  to  be 
considered  as  in  effect  confined  to  those  cases  in 
which,  either  by  the  express  terms  of  the  shipping 
contract,  or  by  the  established  custom  of  the  port, 
the  crew  are  bound  to  stay  by  and  unload  the  ship, 
and  are  actually  retained  in  service  for  that  purpose; 
in  which  case  their  wages  continue  until  she  is  unladen : 
and  not,  therefore,  to  those  cases  where  there  is  no 
such  contract  or  usage,  and  where,  according  to  what 
seems  to  be  the  uniform  practice  in  our  principal 
Atlantic  ports,  the  crew  are  discharged  on  the  arri- 
val of  the  vessel  in  port,  and  other  persons  (steve- 
dores) are  employed  to  unlade  her  cargo.  In  such 
cases  the  wages  become  due  on  the  day  of  the  sea- 
man's discharge,  and,  on  the  eleventh  day  thereafter, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  summons,  and,  if  a  certificate  be 
granted,  to  admiralty  process  against  the  vessel ;  the 

(a)  Act  of  AugoBt  23, 1842,  chap.  188,  §  1. 

(b)  The  Happy  Return,  I  Peters's  Adm.  Decis.,  253 ;  The  Mary^ 
Ware's  R.,  454. 
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principal  being  that  the  ten  days  are  to  be  computed  <»i!«- 
from  the  day  on  which  the  wages  are  dae(a).  And, 
as  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  may  be  indefinitely 
delayed  by  the  owner  or  master,  awaiting  a  market, 
or  convenient  storage,  or  for  the  express  purpose  of 
deferring  the  payment  of  the  wages,  no  more  than 
a  reasonable  time  (usually  fifteen  working  days),  for 
the  delivery  of  the  cargo,  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  seaman,  in  cases  where,  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  or  custom  of  the  port,  he  is 
bound  and  required  to  assist  in  unlading  the  ship(i). 
The  result  of  this  analysis  may,  therefore,  be  sum- 
marily stated  as  follows :  The  wages  of  seamen  may  wkM 
become  due;  according  to  circumstances,  either,  1,  ^"^ 
by  the  termination  of  the  voyage,  when  they  are 
not  to  assist  in  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  or  ballast ; 
or,  2,  by  their  actual  discharge  from  further  service, 
when  they  would  otherwise  be  under  obligation  to 
render  such  assistance ;  or,  8,  by  the  actual  discharge 
of  the  cargo  or  ballast,  when  performed  by  them ; 
or,  lastly,  when  retained  in  service  for  this  purpose, 
by  the  lapse  of  a  sufficient  period,  with  reasonable 
exertion,  to  complete  the  unlading.    In  each  of  these 

(a)  The  Mary,  Ware's  R.,  454;  The  Happy  Return,  1  Peters'* 
Adm.  Decis.,  255 ;  Betts's  Adm.  Prac,  61;  DunUp's  Adm.  Pnc,  99. 
And  this  rule,  it  is  presumed,  would  be  Applicable  to  the  case  of  a 
stogie  seaman  who  should  be  dischaxged  either  by  the  mutual  consent 
of  the  master  and  himself,  or  arbitrarily  by  the  master,  while  the  rest 
of  the  ciew  were  retained  m  seryice  for  the  purpose  of  unlading  the 
ship.  BettsVAdm.  Prac.,  61. 

(6)  Bettf^s  Adm.  Prac.,  61 ;  The  8u$$eXy  1  Peters's  Adm.  Deds., 
165;  The  Philaddphia,  ih.,  210. 
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T^t.    cBses^  the  wages  are  du^,  and,  at  the  expiration  of 

ten  days,  hecome  payaJOe. 
J^^  There  is  also  another  danse  of  this  act,  which,  on 

thlTM^^  account  of  its  ambiguity,  has  led,  as  it  is  not  at  all 
*«***  snrprising  it  shonld  have  done,  to  discordant  judicial 
opinions.  It  is  the  clause,  "  or  if  any  dispute  shall 
arise  between  the  master  and  the  seamen  or  mari- 
ners, touching  the  said  wages.''  In -the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New-York,  the  occurrence  of  such  a  dispute  at 
any  time  after  the  wages  became  due,  is  held  to  be 
a  distinct  and  independent  alternative,  upon  the 
happening  of  which  a  right  of  action  accrues.  The 
learned  judge  of  that  district  has  expressed  the 
opinion  that  by  no  other  construction  of  the  act  can 
the  clause  in  question  be  rendered  effective,  and  that 
this  construction  was  therefore  obligatory  upon  the 
courts({7).  There  is  great  weight  in  the  view  which 
he  has  taken  of  the  subject ;  but  it  is  difficult  to 
resist  the  conclusion,  so  forcibly  inferred  by  the 
terms  of  the  preceding  clause,  ^'  and  if  such  wages 
shall  not  be  paid  within  ten  days  after  such  dis- 
charge,'' that  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to 
allow  ten  days'  grace  in  all  cases,  other  than  those 
especially  excepted  by  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
section.  The  object  of  this  allowance  seems  to  have 
been  to  afford  time  to  obtain  payment  of  the  freight, 
and  to  ascertain  whether  any  embezzlement,  charge- 
able on  wages,  has  occurred(i) ;  and  the  formidable 
objection  to  the  construction  above  mentioned,  is, 

(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  62. 

(6)  The  Susan^  1  Peters's  Adm.  Deds.,  165 


suns  FOR  SEAMEN'S  WAGEa  51 

that  it  would  put  it  into  the  power  of  the  mariner,  o^**- 
at  pleasure,  to  defeat  the  policy  of  the  act,  by 
ori^ating  a  dispute.  It  jb  the  duty  of  the  courts, 
therefore,  to  reject  this  construction,  if  it  can  be 
done  without  unwarrantable  violence  to  the  words 
of  the  act 

In  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  this  objection  has  been 
deemed  to  be  insurmountable ;  and  it  has  accordingly 
been  held  by  that  court,  that  notwithstanding  the 
existence  of  a  dispute,  the  mariner  was  bound  to 
await  the  expiration  of  the  ten  days.  The  clause  in 
question,  it  was  said,  must  either  be  oonsidered  a 
dead  letter,  which  cannot  be  carried  into  effect 
without  violating  the  spirit  of  the  law,  or  as  merely 
providing  for  a  dispute  respecting  wages,  as  well  as 
for  a  neglect  of  payment,  after  the  expiration  of  ten 
days(a).  If  this  construction  of  the  act  necessarily 
and  unequivocally  involved  the  disr^ard  of  the 
clause  in  question^  it  would  be  the  safer  course  to 
adopt  the  opposite  interpretation ;  but  this  does  not 
appear  to  be  the  case.  It  may  be  conceded,  upon 
the  hypothesis  that  the  ten  days  were  to  be  allowed 
notwithstanding  a  dispute,  that  the  addition  of  the 
clause  under  consideration  was  unnecessary ;  but  it 
may  nevertheless  be  supposed  to  have  been  used 
from  abundant  caution,  as  being  more  exactly 
descriptive  of  cases  very  likely  to  arise,  of  an  actual 
payment  by  the  master  of  all  that  he  believed  to  be 
due,  though  not  of  all  that  the  seaman  demanded, 

(a)  H6lmu^9  cise,  cited  in  Dunlap's  Adm.  Pnctioe,  106. 
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VOL.  1.    when  a  disputed  balance  would  remain.    Here  then 
wonld  be  a  payment,  and  yet  there  woald  be  a 
dispute;  and  it  does  not  seem  to  be  very  highly 
improbable  that  such  a  case  may  have  been  contem- 
plated by  the  Legislature,  and  suggested  this  clause. 
wtMiiMrm        I  have  met  with  no  judicial  decision  of  the  ques- 
Md^ffSifl.    tion,  whether,  when  the  seaman  supposes  himself 
SSS^     entitled  to  ^^  immediate  process,"  on  the  ground  that 
!;J|^^^    the  vessel  is  ^bout  to  sail  before  the  expiration  of  ten 
th^^ijS??«i.  days,  he  is  bound  to  resort  to  the  preliminary  step  of 

Ml  It  about  •'    ;  ^'^  i 

^^^iSr  obtaining  a  summons  and  certificate,  as  m  other 

tionoTtan 

dayfc         cases. 

All  the  considerations  of  justice  and  expediency 
which  dictated  this  precaution,  are  applicable,  in 
their  full  force,  to  such  a  case :  and  it  ought  not  to 
be  treated  as  an  exception,  unless  there  are  cogent 
reasons  for  so  considering  it  The  terms  of  the  act 
seem  to  admit  of  either  construction  indifferently, 
and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  objection  to 
requiring  a  previous  summons  and  certificate,  except 
that  the  delay  thereby  occasioned  may  possibly 
sometimes  defeat  the  remedy,  by  the  abrupt  depar- 
ture of  the  vessel  before  the  admiralty  process  can 
be  obtained ;  but  this  is  not  likely  to  occur  often, 
and  the  objection  seems  hardly  to  be  of  sufiScient 
importance  to  counterbalance  the  advantages  of  dis- 
regarding it.  Indeed,  there  are  peculiar  reasons  in 
this  case  for  requiring  a  previous  citation  of  the 
master.  Whether  the  ^hip  is  likely  to  proceed  to 
sea  within  the  ten  days,  or  not,  will  probably  in 
a  majority  of  instances  be  matter  of  uncertainty  to 
the  discharged  mariner,  and  all  that  he  can  do  is 
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to  swear  to  his  belief.  Should  he  swear  falsely,  he  *®iL'  •• 
would  incnr  little  danger  of  a  conviction  for  perjury, 
and  would  be  likely  on  this  account  to  act  with  less 
caution :  but  he  may  also  happen  to  be  wholly  mis- 
taken in  the  opinion  that  the  vessel  is  about  to  sail ; 
and  on  this  account,  also,  it  is  desirable  that  the 
master  should  have  an  opportunity  to  disprove  the 
allegation.  Such  a  construction  of  the  act,  it  is 
supposed^  moreover,  would  be  beneficial  to  the 
mariner ;  because,  even  upon  the  opposite  construc- 
tion, he  would  at  least  be  obliged  to  allege  in  his 
libel  the  &ct  on  which  his  right  to  immediate  pro- 
cess depends;  and  being  so  alleged,  it  would  of 
course  be  open  to  contestation  by  a  dilatory  plea(^) ; 
and  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to  establish  it,  he 
would  fail  in  his  action,  and  might  be  amerced  in 
costs  for  having  commenced  it  prematurely.  Under 
these  views  of  the  question,  it  has,  in  the  District 
Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  New-York,  been 
deemed  to  be,  upon  the  whole,  the  safer  course  to 
require  the  summons  and  certificate. 

Applications  for  immediate  process,  on  the  ground  JJ^^ 
that  the  vessel  has  left  the  port  of  delivery,  are  SSSSSS 
likely  to  be  of  less  frequent  occurrence;  and  the  {jjjt| 
question  whether  in  this  case  a  previous  summons  ^t^  ^ 
and  certificate  are  necessary,  is  therefore  of  less 
practical  importance.  So  far  as  it  depends  upon 
the  particular  terms  of  the  exception,  the  question 
stands  on  the  same  footing  as  that  which  has  just 
been  considered ;  but  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 

(a)  See  Ihe  WUUam  HarriSj  Wue'e  R.,  367,  368. 


54  ADIOBALTY  PBACTIGE. 

▼oL^**  terms  of  the  enactment^  requiring  a  preliminary 
inquiry,  all  have  reference  to  the  port  of  delivery, 
and  that  this  requirement  is  restrictive  of  the  ante- 
cedent right  to  immediate  process  conferred  by  the 
general  maritime  law.  It  may  be  at  least  question- 
able, therefore,  whether  the  like  construction  ought 
to  be  given  to  this  clause  of  the  act. 
Dj^cif  ttM  The  duty  to  be  discharged  by  a  commissioner  or 
^^tue  ma^trate  to  whom  an  application  is  made  by  a 
ooapiftint  manner  for  a  certificate,  is  one  of  great  responsi- 
bility. He  is  bound  not  only  to  adhere  strictly  to 
the  express  terms  of  the  act,  but  to  effectuate,  as 
far  as  possible,  its  beneficent  design  of  preventing 
unnecessary  litigation.  It  is  his  duty,  in  the  first 
place,  to  ascertain  when  the  wages  claimed  became 
due ;  and  if  the  ten  days'  grace  allowed  by  the  act 
has  not  expired,  he  must  be  satisfied,  before  he  can 
lawfully  issue  his  summons  to  the  master,  either 
that  the  vessel  has  left  the  port  of  delivery  where 
her  voyage  ended,  or  is  about  to  proceed  to  sea. 
Having  satisfied  himself  that  the  case  of  the  appli- 
cant is  within  the  conditions  of  the  act  in  these 
respects,  he  ought  next,  by  carefully  interrogating 
him,  to  endeavor  to  ascertain  with  reasonable 
certainty  that  the  wages  claimed  are  probably  really 
owing,  and  are  unjustifiably  withheld.  This  being 
done,  he  is  bound  to  issue  the  summons,  which 
ought  to  be  served  by  some  person  qualified  to 
m£^e  the  service  properly,  and  to  attest  to  the 
service.  If  the  master  wilfully  omits  to  appear,  the 
same  pHma  facte  evidence  which  justified  the 
issuing  of  the  summons,  will  justify  the  granting  of 
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the  certificate.  K  the  master  appears,  the  magis-  ^'^E:  *• 
trate  is  bonnd  to  hear  his  statements  in  opposition 
to  the  mariner's  demand,  and  to  allow  him  to  verify 
them  by  his  oath ;  and  also  to  receive  and  give  due 
weight  to  any  other  evidence  that  may  be  offered. 
He  onght  not,  however,  to  grant  an  adjournment, 
uiless  for  sufficient  cause  shown ;  nor,  except  under 
extraordinary  circumstances,  for  more  that  an  hour 
or  two.  It  is  not  his  duty  to  enter  into  an  elaborate 
or  protracted  examination  of  the  merits  of  the  case, 
nor  to  take  upon  himself  the  decision  of  nice  and 
difficult  questions. 

If  the  answer  of  the  master  to  the  seaman's 
demand  is  unsatisfactory,  the  complaint  ought  not 
to  be  dismissed,  although  it  may  appear  to  be  some- 
what doubtful.  But  there  is  a  further  duty 
incumbent  on  the  commissioner  or  magistrate, 
before  granting  his  certificate;  and  that  is,  by 
proper  representations  touching  the  expenses  and 
inconveniences  of  adverse  litigation,  and  by  judi- 
dons  advice  to  the  parties  relative  to  their  rights 
and  obligations,  to  endeavor  to  bring  them  to  an 
amicable  settlement  To  a  conscientious  magistrate, 
the  success  which  there  is  reason  to  believe  would 
almost  always  follow  such  an  effort,  will  be  an 
ample  reward  for  any  pains  it  may  have  cost  him ; 
and  if  it  is  unsuccessful,  he  will  not  be  likely  to 
T^^ret  it. 

It  is  stated  by  Judge  Bxirra  to  be  usual,  in  his 
district,  for  seamen  to  employ  a  proctor  to  draw  a 
libel  in  their  behalf,  to  be  laid  before  the  judge, 
eommiflsioner  or  magistrate,   for  the  purpose  of 


56  ADMIRALTT  PBAGTICB. 

YOL|^s.    obtaining  the  required  certificate*    The  act  nnques* 
tionably  contemplates  a  ^  complaint^  by  the  mariner 
in  person;  and  it  requires  no  great  sagacity  to 
discern  the  strong  tendency  of  the  opposite  practice 
'    to  defeat  the  salutary  design  of  the  act    No  intel- 
ligent and  upright  commissioner  or  ma^strate,  how- 
ever, will  allow  himself  to  be  diverted  from  the 
strict  performance  of  his  duty  by  any  such  devices, 
which  in  no  degree  diminish  his  obligations  to 
examine  for  himself,  and  to  decide  according  to  his 
own  independent  convictions.    He  must  be  con- 
vinced that  there  is  ^^euffioierU  cause  ^  for  resorting 
to  a  suit  in  the  admiralty,  befoi*e  he  can  justifiably 
grant  his  certificate  to  that  effect. 
J25j*j'^^  •   The  language  of  this  section,  it  will  be  observed, 
tlShta  tu   is  directly  applicable  only  to  suits  in  rem  against 
g«^of    the  ship.    But,  as  we  have  seen,  the  manner  may 
also  maintain  a  suit  for  his  wages,  m  peraonamy 
against  the  owner  or  master;  and  it  has  been  a 
question  whether  actions  in  this  form  are  not  to  be 
considered  as  within  ^^the  equity  of  the  statute,"  and 
subject  l^erefore  to  the  regulations  therein  prescrib- 
ed touching  suits  in  rem^  with  respect  to  the  time  of 
their  commencement,  and  the  necessity  of  a  previous 
summons  and  certificate.    It  is  stated  by  Mr.  Duk- 
jiKB{a\  that  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  such  is  held 
to  be  the  sound  construction  of  the  act:  but  he 
refers  to  no  adjudication  upon  the  point;  and  in 
the  indeo)  to  a  late  Boston  edition  of  Abbot  on 

(a)  Dunkp's  Admiraltj  Pnctioe,  100. 
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Shipping,  it  is  stated  to  have  been  very  recently  osaf-i. 
decided  by  the  present  learned  judge  of  that  district, 
in  the  case  of  (hllma  v.  NichdUon^  that  the  ten 
days'  grace  applies  only  to  suits  m  rem.  If  so,  I 
presume  the  previous  summons  and  certificate  were  ' 
also  deemed  unnecessary,  preparatory  to  the  insti- 
tution of  a  suit  in  personwm.  This  is  the  construc- 
tion given  to  the  act  in  the  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New-York — where  the  mari- 
ner is  permitted  to  sue  in  pereonaan  as  soon  as  his 
wages  are  due,  and  without  a  previous  summons  and 
certificate(a). 

Seamen's  wages  being  a  fruitful  source  of  litiga- 
tion, attended  by  even  more  than  its  ordinary  con- 
comitant evils  to  the  parties,  this  is  a  question  of 
considerable  practical  importance.  The  design  of  the 
act,  in  requiring  a  previous  summons  to  the  master, 
obviously  was  to  mitigate  these  evils ;  and  this  restric- 
tion may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been 
prompted  not  less  by  a  desire  to  guard  the  seamen 
against  the  consequences  of  their  own  rashness  and 
credulity,  than  by  that  of  shielding  the  adverse 
parties  against  vexatious  or  unnecessary  prosecutions. 
That  the  provision  is  well  adapted  to  these  valuable 
ends,  is  unquestionable ;  and  its  salutary  influence 
upon  the  interests  of  the  seaman  is  as  great,  and 
upon  those  of  the  owner  and  master  little  less  so, 
in  regard  to  the  one  form  of  action  as  in  regard  to  the 
other.  So  far  then  as  this  provision  \b  concerned, 
the  two  forms  of  action  stand  substantially  upon  the 

(a)  Bettft's  Adminltj  Pnctioe,  66. 
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r<xL%  same  footing;  and  with  respect  also  to  the  other 
branch  of  the  enactment,  by  which  the  right  of 
action  is  postponed  until  after  the  expiration  of  ten 
days  from  the  day  on  which  the  wages  became  due, 
it  is  equally  true  that  the  two  forms  of  action  are 
alike  embraced  by  its  policy.  If,  therefore,  these 
regulations  are  wise  and  just,  as  they  have  been 
deemed  by  the  Legislature  to  be,  in  the  one  case, 
they  are  not  less  so  in  the  other.  But  it  is  to  be 
borne  in  mind,  that  the  right  of  the  mariner  to  sae, 
m  personam^  in  the  admiralty,  for  his  wages,  is 
conferred  by  the  maritime  law,  independently  of 
the  statute ;  and  though  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  mvested  by  law  with  comprehensive 
powers  to  regukte  their  own  famuf  of  proceedings 
in  the  admiralty,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether 
they  -have  authority  to  extend  these  statutable 
restrictions  to  another  and  distinct  remedy,  not 
embraced  by  the  terms  of  the  act.  If  Congress 
had  deemed  it  expedient  so  to  extend  them,  it  may 
be  supposed  that  it  would  have  been  done ;  and  if 
the  act  requires  amendment,  it  is  the  exclusive  pro- 
vince of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  government 
to  amend  it 

Under  this  view  of  the  subject,  the  ju^e  of  the 
District  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  New- 
York  has  not  felt  himself  at  liberty  to  apply  the 
provisions  of  the  act  to  suits  in  per&onam.  What 
is  the  rule  of  procedure,  in  this  respect,  in  the  dis- 
trict courts  for  the  other  districts  of  the  Union 
I  am  not  apprised ;  nor  do  I  deem  it  discreet  to 
express  any  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  the  mariner 
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to  enforce  his  lien  by  a  proceeding  against  the  freight  <^°^'  •• 
alone,  without  regard  to  the  legislative  restriction 
in  qaestioiL 
There  is  still  another  clause  of  the  sixth  section  8?»«n  ,^ 

■niiig  at  the 

of  the  act  which  may  seem  to  require  particular  tobSjd^ 
notice,  viz^  that  which  directs  that  ^^  all  the  seamen  "^ 
or  mariners  (having  cause  of  complaint  of  the  like 
kind  against  the  same  ship  or  vessel)  shall  be  joined 
as  complainants  ^  in  the  suit  For  the  purpose  of 
affording  a  clear  view  of  the  policy,  scope  and 
design  of  this  enactment,  I  avail  myself  of  the  lan- 
guage of  Mr.  Justice  Stoby  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  a  case(a)  in  which  the 
question  was  whether  an  appeal  would  lie  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  where,  in  a  suit  prosecuted  jointly 
by  several  seamen  for  wages,  the  Circuit  Court  had 
decreed  sums  to  the  libellants  respectively,  which, 
in  the  aggregate,  exceeded  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars,  but  which  severally  fell  short  of  that  sum. 
The  extract  I  propose  to  give,  will  I  be  found,  in 
other  respects,  instructive  and  valuable.  After 
describing  the  contract  of  seamen,  notwithstanding 
they  may  all  sign  the  same  shipping  paper,  as  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  several  and  distinct — no  one 
being  understood  to  contract  jointly  with,  or  to  incur 
responsibility  for  any  of  the  others,  the  court  say : 
^  It  is  well  known  that  every  seaman  has  a  right  to 
sue  severally  for  his  own  wages  in  the  courts  of 
conunon  law;  and  that  a  joint  action  cannot  be 
maintained  in  such  courts  by  any  number  of  seamen, 

(a)  (Moer  t.  AkMxnder,  6  Peten's  R.,  143  (10  Onrtis's  Deds.,  8. 
C,  69). 
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Y^i.  f0Y  wBiges  accming  under  the  same  Bbipping  apTticles 
for  the  same  voyage.  The  reason  is  that  the  com- 
mon law  will  not  tolerate  a  joint  action,  except  by 
persons  who  have  a  joint  interest,  and  upon  a  joint 
contract  If  the  canse  of  action  is  several,  the  suit 
most  be  several  also.  But  a  different  course  of 
practice  has  prevailed  for  ages  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  in  regard  to  suits  for  seamen's  wages. 
It  is  a  special  favor,  and  a  peculiar  privilege  allowed 
to  them,  and  to  them  only ;  and  is  confined  strictly 
to  demands  for  wages.  The  reason  upon  which  this 
privilege  is  founded,  is  equally  wise  and  humane: 
it  is  to  save  the  parties  from  oppressive  costs  and 
expenses,  and  to  enable  speedy  justice  to  be  admin- 
istered to  all  who  stand  in  a  similar  predicament ; 
in  the  expressive  language  of  the  maritime  law, 
vdis  levcUie.  And  the  benefit  is  equally  as  great  to 
the  shipowner  as  to  the  seamen ;  though  the  burden 
would  otherwise  fall  upon  the  latter,  from  their 
general  improvidence  and  poverty,  with  a  far 
heavier  weight  A  joint  libel  may,  therefore, 
always  be  filed  in  the  admiralty  by  all  seamen  who 
clium  wages  for  services  rendered  in  the  same  voy- 
age, under  the  same  shipping  articles.  But  although 
the  libel  is  thus  in  form  joint,  the  contract  is  always 
treated  in  the  admiralty  according  to  the  truth  of 
the  case,  as  a  several  and  distinct  contract  with  each 
seaman.  Each  is  to  stand  or  fall  by  the  merits  of 
his  own  daim,  and  is  unaflSscted  by  those  of  his  co- 
libellants.  The  defence  which  is  good  against  one 
seaman,  may  be  wholly  inapplicable  to  another. 
One  may  have  been  paid ;  another  may  not  have 
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performed  the  service ;  and  anotlier  may  have  for*  <"^^*  •• 
feited,  in  whole  or  in  part^  his  claim  to  wages.  But 
no  decree  whatever,  which  is  made  in  regard  to  snch 
claims,  can  posdblj  avail  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
merits  of  others,  which  do  not  fall  within  the  same 
predicament;  and  whenever,  from  the  nature  of  the 
defence,  it  is  inapplicable  to  the  whole  crew,  the 
answer  invariably  contains  separate  averments,  and 
is  applied  to  each  daim  according  to  its  own  pecu* 
liar  circomstances.  The  decree  follows  the  same 
role,  and  assigns  to  each  seaman,  severally,  the 
amount  to  which  he  is  entitled ;  and  dismisses  the 
libel  as  to  those,  and  those  only,  who  have  main- 
tained no  right  to  the  interposition  of  the  court  in 
their  £AVor.  The  whole  proceeding,  therefore,  from 
the  b^inning  to  the  end  of  the  suit,  though  it 
aasumes  the  form  of  a  joint  suit^  is  in  reality  a  mere 
joinder  of  distinct  causes  of  action  by  distinct  par- 
ties, growing  out  of  the  same  contract^  and  bears 
some  anal<^  to  the  known  practice  at  the  common 
law,  of  consolidating  actions  against  different  under- 
writers, founded  upon  the  same  policy  of  insurance. 
Be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  the  established  practice  of 
the  admiralty.  The  act  of  Congress  already  referred 
to,  adopts  and  sanctions  the  practice ;  and  it  enacts 
that  in  proceedings  m  rem  against  the  ship  for  maoi- 
ners'  wages,  ^all  seamen  or  mariners,'  etc.  [as  above 
recited].  It  thus  converts  what  hy  the  admiralty 
law  ta  a  privilege^  ifUo  a  po&Uiveo6Uffat^ 
seamen  commence  a  stidt  at  the  same  time  in  the  same 
couHf  by  a  proceedmg  in  rem  for  wages.  And  it 
further  directs,  that  *the  suit  shall  be  proceeded  on 
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YciLj.  in  ^Q  oaid  court,  and  final  judgment  be  given, 
according  to  the  course  of  admiralty  courts  in  such 
cases  used^' " 

The  design  of  this  clause,  then,  was  to  render 
obligatory  a  form  of  procedure  which  would  other- 
\  wise  have  been  only  allowable;  and  according  to 
the  construction  given  to  it  by  the  Supreme  CJourl^ 
it  embraces  only  those  cases  in  which  several  se«^ 
men  sue  *^at  the  same  time  in  the  same  court." 
The  act  is  not  merely  directory  to  suitors;  it  is 
mandatory  to  the  courts. 
2^<^  Its  language  is,  ^^and  in  such  suit«  all  the  seamen 

or  mariners  shall  be  joined^  The  courts  are  bound, 
therefore,  by  all  proper  means  to  see  that  they  are 
so  joined.  Should  several  libels  for  wages  earned 
on  the  same  voyage  be  filed,  it  would  doubtless  be 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  a  consolidation,  and 
the  issue  of  no  more  than  one  warrant  of  arrest. 
Much  may  be  done  also  to  secure  the  observance  of 
the  act,  by  a  judicious  exercise  of  the  large  discre- 
tionary power  of  the  courts  relative  to  costs.  This 
power  may  be  exercised  inpcenarn^  not  only  against 
suitors  but  against  their  professional  representar 
tives(a). 

(a)  The  remarks  so  frequently  met  with  in  the  works  of  elementary 
writers,  snd  in  the  reports  of  judicisl  decisions  in  the  admiralty, 
concerning  the  moral  responsibilities  of  practitioners  in  courts  of  ad- 
miralty, and  the  high  character  for  integrity  and  honor  which  they 
are  boond  to  maintain,  are  especially  i^plicable  to  their  dealings  with 
mariners.  In  the  case  of  The  Frederick,  1  Haggard's  Adm.  lU,  211, 
whidi  was  a  suit  for  wages,  in  which  the  proctor  for  the  mariners  had 
wantonly,  and  by  un&ir  means,  greatly  increased  the  costs,  Sir 
William  Scott  took  occasion  to  speak  of  *<  the  public  as  well  as  pri- 
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In  the  Southern  District  of  New-York,  there  is  a  ''^^  •• 
role  of  the  district  court,  providing  that  ^  in  suitfl  wp^  <^ 
for  seamen's  wages,  any  mariner  in  the  same  voyage,  £;J5*J*^ 
not  made  a  party,  may,  by  short  petition  to  the  SS!^t<!!^ 
conrt,  in  any  stage  of  the  cause  previous  to  the  final 
distribution  of  the  fund  in  court,  or  discharge  of  the 
defendant  and  his  sureties,  be  joined  as  libellant  in 
the  cause ;  but  no  costs  shall  be  allowed  for  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  to  make  him  a  party*"    By  another 
ride,  it  is  further  provided,  that  ^^  the  proctor  in  the 
original  cause  shall  not,  however,  be  compelled  to 
proceed  in  behalf  of  such  petitioning  mariner,  unless 
a  reasonable  indemnity  is  offered  for  such  costs  as 
may  be  incurred  in  consequence  of  his  being  joined 
in  the  cause(a).''    Seamen  admitted  to  prosecute 
under  this  rule  are  not  obliged  previously  to  sue  out 

Tate  character"  which  the  proctor  has  "thrown  npon  him"  in  such 
cases ;  and  after  narrating  the  ohjectionable  acts  of  the  proctor  in  the 
case  before  him,  he  said:  "All  this  sayors  of  sharp  and  hmigry  pno- 
tioe,  tending  to  defeat  Justice  by  the  pressure  of  useless  incouTenienoe 
and  vexation ;  contributing  not  so  much  to  the  protection  of  the  mari- 
ner's interest,  as  to  the  practitioner's  own  profit :"  and  thinking,  as 
he  said,  that  he  could  not  justly  throw  the  costs  which  had  been  thus 
incurred  upon  either  party,  he  condemned  the  proctor  to  pay  them, 
saying  that  he  n^jlght  "perhaps  be  thought  to  deal  too  temperately  in 
not  going  further."  But  the  duty  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
to  repress  this  species  of  rapacity  by  the  imposition  of  costs,  is  ex- 
pressly enjoined  by  an  act  of  Congress ;  for  by  the  act  of  July  22, 
1813  (4Bioren'8  ed.  L.  U.  S.,  545,  §  3),  it  is  enacted  that  "if 
any  attorney,  proctor,  or  other  person  permitted  to  manage  and 
conduct  causes  in  a  court  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  territories 
thereof,  shall  appear  to  haye  multiplied  the  proceedings  in  any  cause 
before  the  court,  so  as  to  increase  costs  unreasonably  and  yexatiously, 
such  person  may  be  required,  by  order  of  the  court,  to  satisfy  any 
excess  of  costs  so  incurred." 
(a)  Rules  8  and  9  of  the  District  Court  for  the  S.  Dist  of  N.  York. 
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Yc^t.  a  snmmons,  and  obtain  the  certificate  required  by 
the  act(a) ;  and  they  seem  not  to  be  backward  in 
availing  themselves  of  this  exemption.  ^'  Most  com- 
monly," says  Jndge  Beito,  « one  or  two  seamen 
present  the  petition,  without  being  joined  by  the  rest 
of  the  crew.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  give 
the  others  the  benefit  of  the  suit,  that  any  summons 
or  preliminary  examination  should  be  taken  in  their 
behalf  afterwards.  The  vessel  being  under  arrest, 
they  can  come  in  and  be  made  parties,  and  have  the 
benefit  of  the  attachment,"  etc(5). 

The  design  of  the  rule  and  practice  under  it 
doubtless  was  indirectly  to  promote  the  policy  of 
that  provision  of  the  act  which  directs  that  all  the 
seamen  having  claims  against  the  ship  shall  be  joined 
as  original  parties  in  the  suit ;  but  the  practice  is 
obnoxious  to  the  objection  that  it  tends  strongly  to 
encourage  a  disregard  of  the  literal  requirements  of 
this  provision.  This  in  itself  would  be  of  less 
practical  importance,  if  it  did  not  involve  also  a 
disregard  of  that  other  provision  of  the  act  which, 
as  already  explained,  enjoins  a  preliminary  inquiry, 
and  authorizes  the  issue  of  admiralty  process  only 
in  pursuance  of  a  certificate  of  sufficient  cause  of 
complaint.  The  objects  designed  to  be  secured  by 
this  enactment  are  of  great  importance.  It  is  true, 
one  of  them  was  to  prevent  the  interruption  of  com- 
merce and  navigation  by  the  vexatious  arrest  and 
detention  of  vessels ;  and,  in  the  cases  to  which  the 
practice  in  question  applies,  an  arrest  having  already 

(a)  Betters  Adm.  Practioe,  65,  66.  (6)  Ibid. 
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taken  place  on  process  issued  in  conformity  with  the  ^^"^'  •• 
act)  its  policy,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  object  alone, 
may  not  be  essentially  impeded.  Bat  another  of  its 
objects  was  to  guard  generally  against  groundless 
litigation,  and  the  expenses  and  other  evils  incident 
to  it,  by  requiring,  beforehand,  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  it ;  and  especially 
by  affording  an  opportunity  for  the  voluntary  settle- 
ment of  disputes  between  seamen  and  their  employ- 
ers. As  it  regards  this  object  of  the  act,  the  prac* 
tice  in  question  must  be  conceded  to  be  entirely  at 
war  with  it,  rendering  it  in  fact  measurably  a  dead 
letter.  The  whole  crew  of  a  ship,  however  numer- 
ous, and  whatever  may  be  the  weakness  or  validity 
of  theilr  respective  claims,  having  the  privilege  of 
becoming  parties  under  cover  of  a  certificate  granted 
to  any  one  of  their  number,  it  is  not  at  all  surprising 
that  in  the  Southern  District  of  New-York  only 
"one  or  two  seamen  most  commonly  present  the 
petition,  without  being  joined  by  the  rest  of  the 
crew."  I  do  not  find,  moreover,  that  any  provision 
is  made  by  the  rules  or  practice  of  the  court  for 
notice  in  any  form  to  the  master  or  owners  of  the 
vessel,  of  the  motion  to  be  permitted  to  join  in  the 
suit  as  co-libellant,  or  even  of  the  order  or  decree 
for  that  purpose,  when  granted :  so  that  for  aught 
that  appears,  there  may  be  a  final  decree  for  wages, 
without  the  previous  knowledge  of  any  one  interested 
in  resisting  the  claim (^). 

(a)  Perbaps,  however,  in  a  district  where  all  or  nearly  all  suits  of 
this  natore  arise  at  a  single  port  where  all  the  business  of  the  court 
if  transacted,  such  results  are  not  likely  often  actually  to  occur. 
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voL^«-        In  several  suits  in  rem  for  wages,  instituted  in 
D£Sc?rf    the  District  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New-York,  soon  after  the  passage  of  the  late  act 
investing  the  district  courts  with  a  quasi  admiralty 
jurisdiction  in  certain  descriptions  of  cases  arising 
out  of  the  commerce  and  navigation  of  the  lakes, 
applications  were  made  and  granted  for  the  admis- 
sion of  co-libellants  according  to  the  above  mentioned 
rules  and  practice  of  the  District  Court  of   the 
Southern  District.    But  this  is  now  no  longer  done; 
and  seamen  are  left  to  their  general  right,  sufficiently 
secured  to  them,  in  common  with  all  others,  by  the 
established  principles  of  admiralty  procedure,  and 
expressly  recognized  by  the  late  rules  of  practice 
prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court(a),  of  intervening 
for  their  interest,  by  the  independent  assertion  of 
their  claims  against  the  vessel,  or  its  proceeds  in 
court,  in  suitable  allegations  to  be  admitted  by  the 
court  and  filed  for  that  purpose.    Unless  the  owner 
has  interposed  a  claim,  and  thus  already  has  a  pro- 
fessional representative  in  court  to  protect  his  rights, 
a  monition  would  of  course  be  directed  to  issue,  to 
show  cause  why  the  party  should  not  be  admitted 
to  intervene  for  his  interest,  and  have  his  demand 
allowed.    Should  the  new  allegation  be  given  at  a 
stage  of  the  original  suit,  and  under  circumstances, 
requiring  a  consolidation ;  or  should  several  mariners 
separately  intervene,  and  a  consolidation  of  their 
suits  appear  to  be  beneficial  for  the  purpose  of  saving 
expense,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct 

(a)  See  Appendix,  Rules  xxxiv.,  xlxii. 


flftjton* 
burChjen. 


SUITS  FOR  SEAMEN'S  WAGES.  67 

a  con8olidation(a).  If,  in  any  case,  it  fihonld  be  otap-*- 
shown  that  any  of  the  parties  had  improperly 
refused  or  omitted  to  join  in  the  original  suit,  and 
especially  if  it  should  appear  that  the  omission  had 
been  prompted  by  a  desire  to  subject  the  owners  to 
tomecessary  expense,  or  by  advice  given  with  a  view 
to  the  increase  of  costs,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  withhold,  or  even  to  impose  costs  on  this 
account. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  J^JfJJ^^ 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-  m^i^ 
York,  has  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  provisions  s;^,*£^*{ 
of  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  for  the  government  iL^*  whS 
and  regulation  of  seamen,  commented  on  in  the  jJJtJ^*"*" 
text,  are  to  be  considered  as  referring  exclusively  to 
those  voyages,  preparatory  to  which  the  master  of 
the  vessel  is  required,  by  the  first  section  of  the  act, 
to  make  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the  seaman  (i). 

(a)  I  infer  that  the  practice  in  the  Southern  District  is  attended 
with  embarrassment,  and  sometimes  leads  to  unsatisfactoxy  results. 
Judge  Betts,  in  speaking  of  it,  remarks,  that  "  should  the  demands 
of  those  upon  whose  petition  the  arrest  was  made  be  satisfied,  pending 
the  suit,  and  a  suggestion  be  made  against  the  validity  of  the  daims 
of  the  other  libeUants,  the  court  would  not  detain  the  ship  in  custody 
in  their  behalf,  without  strong  prima  facie  eyidenoe  of  the  justness 
of  their  demands.  The  owner  or  master  might  move  the  court  for 
the  immediate  discharge  of  the  vessel  [without  security,  I  presume], 
unless  the  libellants  brought  their  cause  to  a  hearing  at  once,  or  gave 
the  court  satisfibctory  proofe  of  a  just  balance  due  them."  There 
would  seem  to  be  difficulties,  therefore,  in  the  way  of  treating  these 
co-libellants  as  regular  suitors  in  court,  invested  by  law  with  certain 
defined  rights  as  such;  for  they  appear  to  be  regarded  rather  as 
tenants  at  will,  who  may  be  turned  out  of  court  as  unceremoniously 
as  they  got  in. 

(6)  Betto's  Admirality  Practice,  67. 
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you%  The  effect  of  this  constrnction  is  tq  limit  those  pro- 
visions to  vessels  ^^  bound  from  a  port  in  the  United 
States  to  any  foreign  port;^  and  vessels  ^'of  the 
burthen  of  fifty  tons  or  upwards  bound  from  a  port 
in  one  state  to  a  port  in  any  other  than  an  adjoining 
state,''  The  act  of  February  26, 1845,  ch.  20,  extend- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  to  certain 
cases  arising  on  the  lakes,  embraces  all  enrolled  and 
licensed  vessels  of  the  burthen  of  twenty  tons  and 
upwards,  employed  in  the  business  of  conmierce  and 
navigation  between  ports  and  places  in  different 
states  and  territories,  upon  the  lakes,  etc.  It  com- 
prises  vessels,  it  wiU  be  seen,  therefor^  which,  by 
this  construction  of  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  for 
the  government  and  regulation  of  seamen,  would  be 
excluded  from  its  operation,  viz.,  those  between 
twenty  and  fifty  tons  burthen,  and  those  employed 
in  the  business  of  commerce  and  navigation  between 
ports  and  places  in  adjoining  states.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  language  of  the  section  which 
requires  it  to  be  thus  restricted ;  and  if  this  inter- 
pretation of  it  can  be  maintained,  it  must  therefore 
be  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  the  only  one  in  accor- 
dance with  the  general  design  and  scope  of  the  act ; 
and  upon  this  point,  I  cannot  but  think  there  is 
room  for  doubt  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may.  Judge 
Betib  appers  not  to  have  considered  it  to  be  incum- 
bent on  him  to  limit  the  preliminary  inquiry  requir- 
ed by  the  act  exclusively  to  those  cases  which  he 
supposes  to  be  necessarily  embraced  by  it ;  for  he 
states  that  he  ^^  has  been  in  the  practice  of  allowing 
a  summons  to  crews  of  coasting  vessels,  or  those 
sailing  on  tide  waters  in  this  state,  not  coming  within 
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the  statute,  with  a  view  to  secure  their  prompt  pay-  ^^^  ^ 
menty  or  to  avoid  the  heavy  expenses  attending  an 
arrest  of  the  vessel,  when  it  satisfactorily  appeared 
that  the  mariner  could  have  no  convenient  remedy 
in  pBTsanamy  He  adds,  however,  that  when  the 
preliminary  hearing  did  not  result  (as  it  generally 
did)  in  a  settlement  of  the  controversy  satisfiEu^tory 
to  both  parties,  it  was  not  his  practice  to  grant  a 
certificate,  but  to  leave  the  petitioners  to  pursue  the 
remedy  afforded,  independently  of  the  statute,  by 
the  maritime  law;  and  that  recently  applications. of 
this  description  had  become  so  frequent,  particularly 
by  mariners  navigating  vessels  on  the  Hudson  river 
and  on  Long  Island  Sound,  that  he  generally  declined 
to  take  cognizance  of  them  by  w^y  of  summons  at  alL 
In  the  exercise  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction 
conferred  by  the  act  of  1845,  an  attempt  to  discri- 
minate in  this  respect  between  vessels  of  fifty  or 
more  tons  burthen,  and  those  of  less  burthen ;  and 
between  vessels  employed  in  the  business  of  com- 
merce and  navigation  between  ports  or  places  in 
adjoining  states,  would  inevitably  lead  to  great 
embarrassment*  For  this  reason,  and  on  account  of 
what  was  supposed  to  be  the  doubtful  construction 
of  the  act  of  1790,  the  provision  of  the  sixth  section 
have  been  applied,  in  the  Northern  District  of  New- 
Tork,  indiscriminately  to  all  vessels  embraced  by 
the  act  of  1845((z). 

(d)  For  oertain  prorisions  of  the  act  of  1813,  ''for  the  goremment 
of  persona  in  certain  fieheries,"  requiring  agreements  with  seamen  to 
be  employed  in  the  ood  fisheries  to  be  in  writing  and  defining  and 
r^guktii^  the  remedy  of  soch  seamen  for  the  reooveiy  of  their 
eanuQgs  in  eertain  eases,  vide  mtpray  p.  123,  note. 
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CHAPTER  m. 

GbHUiNomixHT  or  thb  Suit — Lnu. 

Iw  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  snits 
in  personam  and  in  rem  are  commenced,  as  the 
Roman  action  was,  by  the  issne  of  process ;  and  it 
is  not  until  after  the  return  of  the  process  executed, 
that  the  plaintiff  (or  promoventj  as  he  is  denomina- 
ted) is  called  upon  to  exhibit  his  libel(a).  But  in 
NoprooeM  the  admiralty  courts  of  the  United  States,  the 

to  Iflsne.  •'  ^ 

hS^blJlr*  process,  in  both  forms  of  action,  is  preceded  by  a 
written  statement  of  the  cause  of  action,  called  a 
Ubely  corresponding  to  the  bUl  in  a  suit  in  chancery. 
Such  seems  to  have  been  the  practice  of  the  Colonial 
Courts  of  Admiralty(J) ;  and  it  is  now  not  only 
sanctioned,  but  expressly  enjoined,  by  the  Rules  of 
Practice  lately  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  The  first  rule  ordains  that  *^  no 
mesne  process  shall  issue  from  the  district  court,  in 
any  civil  cause  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdic- 
tion, until  the  libel  ortji^el  of  information  (<?)  shall 

(a)  2  iSro.  Ciy.  and  Ad.  Law,  N.  T.  ed.,  349,  357  -396, 

(b)  Betts's  Adm.  Pnictioe,  23. 

(c)  Libel  of  informatum  is  the  same  given  to  a  libel  filed  bj  the 
dbtrict  attornej  of  the  United  States,  who  "  gives  the  court  to  under- 
stand and  be  informed  ^^  of  the  breach  of  laws  on  which  the  suit  is 
founded. 
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be  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  from  which  the  process    ^^^*  •• 
is  to  is3ae(a).'' 

It  is  stated  by  Judge  Bbtts  to  have  been  the 
practice  in  the  Vice -Admiralty  Court  of  New -York 
(as  he  has  ascertained,  it  is  presumed,  by  an  exami- 
nation of  the  records  of  ito  proceedings),  to  read  the 
libel  in  open  court,  and  thereupon  to  obtain  an 
order  for  process.  And  he  adds,  that  though  this 
usage  did  not  siu^ve  the  revolution,  the  principle 
upon  which  it  was  founded  ^^  still  enters  into  and 
influences  the  practice^  of  his  court.  ^'In  some 
cases  the  judge  still  considers  and  determines  pre- 
liminarily the  right  of  the  party  to  coercive  process, 
and  in  others  subrogates  the  clerk  to  that  office. 
When  no  order  of  the  judge  is  filed,  the  clerk 
examines  carefully  the  case  made  by  the  libel  and 
the  prayer  of  process,  and  gives  the  party  such 
process  as  his  libel  will  justify(&)." 

Such  is .  the  com'se  of  proceeding  supposed  to 

« 

have  been  contemplated  by  the  above  recited  trie. 
Except  in  those  cases  which  require  the  previous 
order  of  the  court  directing  the  issue  of  p|||i6S,  the 
mere  delivery  or  transmission  of  the  11  On  to  the 
derk  is  all  that  the  rule  requires.  But  the  duty  thus 
imposed  upon  this  officer  demands  vigi|ance  and 
intelligence  on  his  part ;  £tm:  he  cannot  lawfully 
issue  any  process,  until,  bjBm  examination  of  the 
libel,  he  has  ascertained  that  the  matter  of  complaint 
is  in  its  nature  cognizable  in  a  court  of  admiralty ; 


(a)  See  Appendix;  Rulea  of  Admiralty  Practice,  Rule  i. 
(6)  Betts'fi  Adm.  Practice,  23, 24. 


72  ADMIRALTT  PRACTICE. 

▼^«- .  that  the  libellant  ia,  prima  fade^  entitled  to  redress, 
and  that  the  particular  form  of  process  prayed  for 
in  the  libel  is  adapted  to  the  case. 
fgnrtm  or  It  has  always  been  the  policy  of  courts  of  admi- 
ralty to  discountenance  prolixity  and  4II  unnecessary 
technicalities  in  pleading,  and,  disregarding,  as  far 
as  could  safely  be  done,  mere  matters  of  form,  to 
look  only  at  the  substantial  merits  of  the  controver- 
sies before  thenL  Their  professed  object  has  been 
(and  it  is  no  idle  boast),'  to  administer  justice  vdo 
levato.  The  general  principles  of  pleading  which 
they  inculcate  are  nevertheless  excellent,  and  really 
embrace  all  that  is  desirable,  and  all,  therefore,  that 
ought  to  be  required  in  any  court  In  imitation  of 
the  Roman  courts,  they  exact  hremty^  deamesa^ 
aptness  and  certainty.  Thus,  of  the  libel,  it  is  said 
that  it "  ought  to  contain  a  narration  and  cemdAision* 
to  be  shorty  and  contain  nothing  superfluous ;  dear^ 
so  as  to  avoid  all  ambiguity;  y3^^,  Le.,  that  the 
player  for  relief  should  accord  with  the  nature  of 
the  grievance;  and  sufficiently  certain  a^  to  the 
quantl|||  quality  and  nature  of  its  subject  matter(a).*' 
But  from  the  occasional  judicial  expressions  of 
dissatisfaction  and  regret  to  be  met  with  in  our 
reports,  I  infer  that  the  known  disinclination  of 
the  courts  to  listen  ttt|technical  objections,  and  the 
want  of  exact  knowlecQe,  skill  or  care  on  the  part 
of  practitioners,  have  led  to  a  degree  of  slovenliness 
in  pleading  that  is  at  once  discreditable  and  mis- 
dbiievous.    The  Supreme  Courl^  in  framing  the  Rules 

(a)  2  Bro.  Ciy.  and  Ad.  Law,  N.  T.  ed.,  361. 
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of  Admiralty  Practice,  have  accordingly  aimed  to  <'^-  •• 
correct  this  evil.  By  the  28d  role,  it  is  ordained 
that  the  libel  ^  shall  state  the  natm%  of  the  cause, 
as,  for  example,  that  it  is  a  cause  civil  and  maritime, 
o/  contract^  or  of  tort  or  damage^  or  of  aal/oage^  or  of 
possessions  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be ;  and  if 
the  libel  be  m  rent^  that  the  property  is  within  the 
district ;  and  if  m  personam^  the  names  and  occu- 
pations aqd  places  of  residence  of  the  parties.  The 
libel  shall  also  propound  and  articulate  in  distinct 
articles  the  various  allegations  of  facts,  upon  which 
the  libellant  relies  in  support  of  his  suit,  so  that  the 
defendant  may  be  enabled  to  answer  distinctly  and 
separately  the  several  matters  contained  in  each 
article ;  and  it  shall  conclude  with  a  prayer  of  the 
process  to  enforce  his  rights  in  rem  or  in  personam 
(as  the  case  may  require),  and  for  such  relief  and 
redress  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the 
premises(a).''    This  rule  cannot  properly  be  con- 

(a)  The  22d  rule  relates  excIiuiTely  to  oases  of  seizure  for  a  breach 
of  the  reyenueor  nayigation  kws  of  the  United  States.  Jt  is  as 
follows:  ''All  informations  and  libels  of  information  for  s^  breach  of 
the  revenne  or  navigation  laws  of  the  United  States,  shall  state  the 
place  of  seizure,  whether  it  be  on  land  or  on  the  high  seas,  or  on 
navigable  waters  within  the  admiraltj  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  district  within  which  the  property  is  brought, 
and  where  it  then  is.  The  informatj^^r  libel  of  information  shall 
also  propound  in  distinct  articles  the^atters  relied  on  as  grounds  or 
causes  of  forfeiture,  and  aver  the  same  to  be  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  or  statutes  of  the  United  States,  in  such  case  nuide  and 
provided,  as  the  case  may  require,  and  shall  conclude  with  a  prayer  of 
due  process  to  enforce  the  forfeiture,  and  to  give  notice  to  all  persons 
concerned  in  interest  to  appear  and  show  cause  at  the  return  day  of 
the  process,  why  the  forfeiture  should  not  be  decreed."  Its  require- 
ments, it  will  be  seen,  are  the  same  in  substance  and  effect  as  those 

10 


74  ADMIBALTT  PBACTICE. 


TOLti 


Bidered  as  enjoining  anytUng  not  already  demanded 
by  the  recognized  principles  of  admiralty  pleading, 
u^ess  it  beTdiJkion  Lproper  distribution  arS 
arrangemeat  of  the  contents  of  the  libel  nnder 
separate  and  distinct  abtioles  ;  and  e^en  this  was 
to  some  e2ctent  in  nse  in  this  conntry,  as  it  has 
always  been  in  England,  and  is  strongly  recommen- 
ded by  Mr.  Justice  Stobt  in  several  reported  cases 
decided  by  him(a).    This  important  requirement, 

of  the  23d  rule,  relatiye  to  other  cases.  Municiptl  seizures  constitute 
a  distinct  class  of  cases,  and  are,  moreover,  sometimes  of  common  law 
as  well  as  sometimes  of  admiralty  jurisdiction,  according  to  the  place 
of  seizure.  (See  Conkling's  Treatise,  3d  ed.,  236,  505  et  seq.)  The 
pleading  filed  hy  the  district  attorney,  by  which  the  suit  is  commenced, 
when  the  suit  is  on  the  common  law  side  of  the  court,  is  called  simply 
an  information;  and  when  on  the  admiralty  side,  a  libel  of  information. 

The  reason  why  seizures  are  not  treated  of  in  this  work,  has  already 
been  stated.  The  aboye  rule  relatiye  to  them  is  here  given,  on  .ac- 
count  of  its  express  requirement  of  distinct  articles.  In  this  respect, 
it  will  be  seen,  the  rule  makes  no  distinction  between  informations  and 
libels  of  information.  In  all  other  respects,  the  directions  relative  to 
liWls  given  in  the  treatise  above  mentioned,  it  is  hoped,  will  be  found 
correct. 

(a)  Bee  Thomas  v.  Lane,  2  Sumner's  R.,  1,  4.  This  was  a  cause 
of  damage  for  assault  and  batteiy.  The  suit  in  the  district  court  was 
against  the  master  and  mate  of  the  vessel,  on  board  of  which  the  in- 
juries were  alleged  to  have  been  committed.  The  case  came  before 
the  circuit  court,  on  appeal  by  one  of  the  defendants.  Mr  Justice 
Story,  in  delivering  his  opinion,  speaks  of  the  pleadings  in  the  follow- 
ing terms :  '<  Inhere  is  a  good  d^  of  embarrassment  thrown  over  the 
cause  by  the  state  of  the  pleadings ;  and  I  exceedingly  regret  that  neither 
the  libel  nor  the  answer  have  that  regularity  and  certainty  of  aver- 
ments, which  in  strictness  they  ought  to  possess.  The  libel  is  not 
drawn  in  the  regular  form  of  articles,  articulating  (if  I  may  so  say) 
the  grievances  in  a  distinct  order,  and  Ghaig:ing  each  as  a  joint  act  ot 
the  master  and  mate.  On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  be  a  narrative  of 
the  events  in  the  order  in  which  the  libellant  asserts  them  to  have  oc- 
cun»d ;  and  the  acts  of  each  of  the  respondents  are  chai^ged  severally 
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especially  in  conjunction  with  the  corresponding  one   ^^^^'  •• 
in  another  role  relative  to  the  answer  of  the  defen- 
dant, cannot  fail  to  be  highly  condncive  to  clearness 
and  precision. 

Jndge  Bsris,  speaking  of  the  libel,  observes  that 
"  in  practice  it  is  too  commonly  drawn  np  in  a  vague 
and  incoherent  manner — ^filled  with  useless  verbiage, 
or  exaggerations  of  the  libellant's  claims  or  merits, 
or  of  the  conduct  or  motives  of  the  defendant  f  and 
he  very  pertinently  adds,  that  "pompous  diction  and 
strong  epithets  are  out  of  place  in  a  legal  paper  de- 
signed to  obtain  the  admission  of  the  opposite  party 
to  its  averments,  or  to  lay  before  the  court  the  facts 
which  the  actor  will  prove.''    The  libellant  may  be 

agunst  him,  without  any  joint  charge  whatsoever  attributing  each  act 
to  both,  and  only  by  inference  leading  to  the  conclusion  of  any  joint 
cooperation.  The  answer  Is  equally  embarrassing.  It  begins  by 
asserting  that  the  respondents  jointly  deny  the  assault  and  bruising  of 
the  libellant ;  and  it  then  proceeds  to  deny  that  Thomas  struck  or 
kicked  the  libeUant,  or  that  he  did  the  other  acts  charged  against  him 
personally,  except  the  imprisonment,  which  he  justifies,  in  a  very 
general  manner,  on  account  of  his  disobedience  of  orders.  It  then 
proceeds  to  deny  that  Jordan  [tiie  other  defendant]  struck  the  libel- 
lant, or  did  the  other  acts  charged  against  him ;  and  concludes  with  a 
justification  of  the  imprisonment,  for  the  same  cause  as  is  asserted  by 
Thomas:  so  that  here  are  joint  and  several  defences  mixed  up  in  the 
same  general  answer,  in  regard  to  the  matters  variously  charged  in  the 
libel,  some  of  them  in  form  several,  and.,  some  of  them  joint."  The 
question  which  led  to  these  remarks,  was,  whether  one  of  the  defen- 
dants, alone,  could  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  district  court ;  and 
the  learned  judge  proceeded  to  say,  "•  Upon  this  state  of  pleadings,  I 
know  not  how  to  treat  the  case  as  either  a  libel  exdusively  upon  a 
joint  charge,  or  as  a  joint  answer  to  such  a  charge.  li  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  mixture  of  joint  and  several  charges,  with  threads  of  connection 
which  I  am  unable  to  disentangle  or  to  unite  together."  See  also 
Orne  v.  TownBend^  4  Mason's  R.,  541;  The  Boston  and  Cargo^  1 
Sumner's  R.,  328 ;  Treadwell  v.  Joseph,  id'.,  390. 
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YOTj^t.  presumed,  in  general,  to  know  beforehand  what  he 
is  likely  to  be  able  to  prove,  and  he  can  derive  no 
possible  advantage  from  exaggeration.  And,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  moral  necessity  which  reste  npon 
him,  when  the  libel  is  to  be  sworn  to,  of  a  strict 
observance  of  the  truth,  the  defendant^  being 
required  to  make  a  distinct  response,  under  oath,  to 
the  several  articles  and  allegations  of  the  libel,  is 
likely  to  find  himself  obliged,  in  framing  his  answer 
to  overcharged  statements,  so  to  qualify  his  admis- 
sions by  partial  denials,  as  to  lead  to  unnecessary 
embarrassment  and  controversy.  By  one  of  the 
new  rules  of  practice,  exception  may  be  taken  to 
any  libel  as  well  as  to  other  pleadings,  *^for  surplus- 
age, impertinence  or  scandal  f  and  if  the  exception 
be  allowed,  the  matter  wiH  be  expunged  with 
cost6(a).  ^ 

l^!^^  It  is  also  declared  by  the  28d  rule  above  men- 
tioned, that  ^  the  libellant  may  further  require  the 
defendant  to  answer  on  oath  all  interrogatories  pro- 
pounded to  him,  touching  all  and  singular  the 
allegations  in  the  libel,  at  the  condusibn  thereof 
The  interrogatories  which  the  defendant  may  thus 
be  caUed  upon  to  answer,  can,  of  course,  as  indeed 
will  be  seen  by  the  terms  of  the  rule,  be  such  only 
as  relate  to  the  allegations  of  the  libel ;  but  it  is  not 
to  be  understood  that  they  are  to  be  mere  repetitions 
of  these  allegations,  in  an  interrogative  fornu  In 
that  form  they  would  be  wholly  useless;  -for  the 
defendant  is  obliged,  by  another  rule,  to  give  a  fiill, 

(a)  See  Appendix,  Rule  zxxti. 
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distinct^  and  ezplidt  answer  to  each  separate  article  ^^  ^ 
of  the  libel,  on  oath  or  solemn  affirmation(a).  The 
object  of  the  interrogatdries^  therefore^  is,  to  obtain 
the  defendant's  admission  of  particular  fSacts,  not 
necessary  to  be  specifically  alleged,  bnt  which,  if 
admitted,  will  serve  or  help  to  establish  the  trath  of 
the  more  general  allegationa  of  the  libel,  and  thns 
to  relieve  the  libellant,  whoUy  or  in  part,  from  the 
necessity  of  resorting  to  other  evidence. 

Whether,  withoat  any  rale  or  established  nsage  of 
the  particular  court  in  which  the  question  may  arise, 
it  is  necessary  that  the  libel  should  be  verified  by 
^  rr^eetion  tombing  which  .  fiva^ty  of 
opinion  seems  to  have  prevailed,  and  which  may  be 
regarded  as  not  folly  settled*  Mr.  Duitlap,  in  his 
Admiralty  Practice,  states,  that  ^^  in  the  admiralty 
courts  of  the  United  States,  althougli  it  is  usual,  it 
is  not  generally  understood  to  be  necessary  that  the 
libel  should  in  the  first  instance  be  supported  by 
the  oath  of  the  libellant  This,  however,"  he  adds, 
^  depends  on  the  rules  of  the  difierent  courts.  In 
the  District  of  Massachusetts,  libels  ara  usually 
signed  by  the  proctor,  without  being  sworn  to,  unless 
process  of  arrest  of  persons  ot  property  is  prayed 
f6T(by^  The  learned  judge  of  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Maine,  after 
citing  the  above  passage  from  Duklap,  in  the  case 
of  JS^^Uean  v.  Jordom^^  says:  " There  may  be  little 
inconvenience  in  issuing  a  citation  merely,  where  no 

(a)  Appendix,  Roles  xxiii.,  xxyii.,  xxrin.,  xxx. 
(6)  Dunlap's  Adm.  Pnic.,  126. 
(c)  18  Ameficm  Jurist,  2(^5. 
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^^^  arrest  is  asked  for,  without  the  afEidavit  of  the 
party;  because,  on  the  appearance,  the  omission 
may  be  cured,  on  motion  of  the  adverse  party, 
upon  pain  of  the  libel  being  dismissed  with  costs. 
Though  it  may  not  be  necessary,  in  all  cases,  that  the 
libel  should  be  formally  sworn  to,  it  is  necessary,  I 
apprehend,  in  correct  practice,  that  the  debt  or  cause 
of  action,  on  which  the  libel  is  filed,  should  be  verified 
by  affidavit^  as  a  good  and  subsisting  cause  of  action. 
At  least,  such  has  always  been  the  practice  in  this 
district,  since  I  have  been  acquainted  with  it  Oases 
may  have  occurred,  which  have  passed  without 
notice,  where  it  has  been  omitted ;  but  whenever  it 
has  been  asked  for,  the  rule  has  mvariaUy  been 
enforced.  It  has  been  considered  as  a  positive  rule, 
which  the  court,  in  ordinary  cases,  was  not  authorized 
to  dispense  with.  Cases  have  happened,  in  which, 
in  the  absence  «f  the  party,  the  oath  of  his  agent, 
or  attorney,  has  been  admitted  from  necessity ;  but 
the  verification  of  the  debt  by  oath  has  always  been 
held  to  be  indispensable,  when  it  was  insisted  upon.^' 
The  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice  prescribed  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  are  not  explicit  upon  the  point. 
They  do  ordain,  however,  that  "In  suits  mpereonam^ 
no  warrant  of  arrest,  either  of  person  or  property 
of  the  defendant,  shall  issue  for  a  sum  exceeding 
five  hundred  dollars,  unless  by  the  special  order  of 
the  court  upon  affidavit  or  other  proper  proof  show- 
ing  the  propriety  thereof(a).''  These  rules,  and  the 
omission  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  prescribe  any 

(a)  See  Appendix,  Rule  yii. 
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other  regQiation  upon  the  subject^  would  seem  to  o^**- 
infer  that  the  verification  of  the  libel  by  oath  was 
probably  deemed  by  the  court  to  be  in  general 
unnecessary.  In  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-York,  there 
is  a  rule  requiring  all  libels  in  behalf  of  private 
suitors  pra}nng  process  of  arrest  in  pereorumi^  or  in 
rem^  and  all  libels  demanding  the  answer  of  any 
party  on  oath,  to  be  verified  by  oath  or  afBrmation ; 
and  by  another  rule  of  the  same  court,  it  is  expressly 
declared  that  ^^  Libels,  informations,  or  petitions, 
praying  a  monition  or  citation  duly,  without  attach- 
ment, need  not  be  sworn  to(a).^  A  rule  to  the  like 
effect  has  recently  been  made  by  the  District  Court 
for  the  Northern  District  of  New-York(i).  As 
this  rule  embraces  the  cases  specified  In  the  above 
mentioned  rule  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
it  supersedes  the  necessity,  in  any  other  form,  of  an 
affidavit  or  other  proper  proof^''  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  order  for  process. 

The  libd  must  in  all  cases  be  siimed  by  the  libenad 
proctor  of  the  libellant,  as  all  other  pleadings  must  jdj^id^ 
be  by  the  proctor  of  the  party  in  whose  behalf  they  '^'~^- 
are  filed. 


(a)  Belts's  Adm.  Practice,  App,,  p.  1. 

(h)  Appendix,  Rule  7.  It  was  not  until  after  the  text  was  written, 
that  the  third  volume  of  Story's  Reports  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
author.  In  the  case  of  Coffin  t.  Jenkisw,  at  page  121,  Mr.  Justice 
Stort  is  reported  to  have  said:  "  I  observe^  too,  that  there  are  some 
irregularities  in  the  present  case.  The  libel  is  sworn  to,  but  not  the 
answer.  The  reverse  is  the  usual  and  proper  practice ;  although  thepe 
is  no  objection  to  the  libel  being  sworn  to,  if  the.  libellant  chooses." 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

Tax  Admtiulit  Stipulation. 

BsFOBE  proceeding  to  treat  of  the  process  to  be 
issued  on  the  filing  of  the  libel,  it  is  necessary  to 
enter  into  a  brief  consideration  of  the  ad/niirdUy 
etypttlatton{a) ;  the  vfime  nsnally  given  to  those 
securities  which  the  parties  are  required  to  furnish 
or  enter  into,  as  a  means  of  enabling  the  court  to 
enforce  justice. 

Some  general  notion  of  their  nature  and  impor- 
wyfjjjj  tence  may  be  conveyed  by  observing  that,  in 
addition  to  other  important  uses,  they  subserve 
all  the  purposes  of  bonds  for  the  security  of  costs,  of 
bail  to  the  sherifl^  and  of  special  bail,  in  an  ordinary 
action  at  common  law,  and  of  a  bond  for  the  return, 
of  property  in  the  action  of  replevin. 

The  admiralty  stipulation  is  of  the  nature  of  a 
recognizance.  It  is  drawn  up  in  writing,  signed 
and  acknowledged,  but  not  sealed.  It  is  the  oautto 
of  the  civil  law.  The  Boman  word  signifying  a 
surety  heing ^fidepMSori^  and  the  correspondent  adjec- 
tive being  JidejtcesormSj  the  security,  when  entered 
into  by  sureties,  was  denominated  catUto ^fid^it^soria. 
The  sureties  bound  themselves  separately  from  the 

(a)  StiptUatio,  from  sHptda  (as  it  has  been  suppesed),  the  straw  of 
old  delivered  as  a  token  of  oonsent.  2  Bro.  Giy.  and  Ad.  Law,  398, 
note. 
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principal ;  but  the  latter  was  required,  at  the  same  <^^*  ^ 
time,  to  enter  into  a  stipnlation  to  the  same  effect  as' 
that  entered  into  by  the  sureties,  and  contaming  an 
additional  daiise,  in  which  he  engaged  to  indemnify 
them  against  the  responsibilities  thej  incurred  on 
hk  account.  When  the  party  made  it  to  appear 
that  he  was  unable  to  &id  sureties,  he  might,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  be  excused  from  doing  so, 
and  be  admitted  to  the  iXbviio  juratoria^  a  personal 
security  so  denominated  from  the  circumstance  of  its 
being  entered  into  on  ,oatL  Another  mode  of 
securily  was,  by  deposit,  pignori ;  but  the  caviio 
fidyu8S(rria  was  most  generally  used,  and  was,  by 
way  of  eminence,  also  called  aatmlatiOj  ftiU  or  suffi- 
cient secnrity. 

Until  the  rei^  of  Justinian,  no  security  in  any  Bomin 
form  appears  to  haye  been  required  of  the  actor  or  i^£!;r^ 
plainti£  By  the  ancient  Roman  law,  yexatious 
litigation  was  restrained  by  other  means.  The 
principal  of  these  was  the  a43tion  of  calumny,  by 
which  the  defendant,  in  a  groundless  and  yexatious 
soit^  was  allowed  to  recover  damages  as  an  indemnity 
for  his  costs  and  expmises  incurred  in  defending  it 
This  addon  was  aMished  by  Justinian;  and  the 
oath  of  calumny,  by  which  the  actor  was  required 
to  swear  to  his  belief  of  the  goodness  of  his  cause, 
was  substituted  in  its  place.  At  a  later  period  of 
his  reign,  he  made  a  frulher  provision  against  yexa- 
tious  litigation,  by  requiring  the  actor,  on  filing  the 
hbel,  to  enter  into  a  stipulation  with  sureties  to 
bring  the  action  to  issue  within  two  months;  to 

11 
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Youi.  prosecute  the  suit  to  final  judgment  and  to  pay  tke 
defendant  one-tenth  part  of  the  sum  demanded  by 
the  actor,  if  it  should  be  adjudged  emn  i/njusts  litem 
movisae^  that  he  had  commenced  the.  action  without 
probable  cause(a).  The  defendant,  in  ^  pereonal 
action,  was  required  to  give  a  caution(&)  or  Btipular 
tion,  by  which  he  became  bound,  and  his  sureties  or 
fidejussores  for  him,  that  h6  should  appear  at  the 
time  named  in  the  stipulation,  submit  himself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  abide  its  sentence(c). 
This  was  called  the  stipulation  in  judicio  eietendij 
and  was  the  only  one  required  of  the  defendant  in 
a  personal  action,  when  he  appeared  and  defended 
in  his  own  person.  Its  object  was  satisfied  by  his 
personal  subjection  to  the  process  of  the  court  He 
was  not  required  to  find  sureties  to  pay  the  debt ; 

(a)  See  the  learned  opinion  of  Judge  Ware  in  the  case  of  Lane  t. 
Townsend  et  cd.,  Ware's  R.,  28G,  306,  n,  and  the  authorities  there 
cited.  This  able  opinion  is  the  more  valuable  on  account  of  its  expo- 
sure of  the  errors  committed  by  Browns  (whose  treatise  on  the  <uvil 
and  admiralty  law  is  in  general  use  in  this  country),  in  treating  of  the 
Koman  stipulation.  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to  it  again,  and  shall 
not  scruple  to  avail  myself  freely  of  its  contents ;  and  I  beg  leave  to 
recommend  it  to  the  study  of  the  Jeamed  reader,  as  the  most  inteUi- 
gible  and  satisfiictory  summary  of  the  Roman  law  upon  this  subject, 
within  my  knowledge.  Indeed,  the  opinions  throughout  this  volume 
are  marked  by  extraordinary  mental  vigor,  acuteness  and  learning. 

(6)  This  is  the  word  in  common  use  as  the  English  version  of  the 
Latin  cautio.  It  is,  however,  a  vicious  translation,  having  nothing  to 
recommend  it  but  the  similarly  of  sound.  One  of  the  ordinary  6%iii- 
fications  of  cautio  is  security;  *a  sense  in  which  the  English  word 
catUum  is  never,  except  in  this  instance,  used. 

(c)  And  not  also  ''  to  pay  a  tenth  part  of  the  sum  in  dispute,  if 
defeated,"  as  stated  by  Browne,  and  on  his.  authority  by  Mr.  HaLiL. 
[Vide  2  Bro.  Civ.  and  Ad.  Law,  N.  T.  ed.,  410,  411 ;  and  Hall's  Adm. 
Practice,  12.] 
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and  though  the  Btipnlalion  in  jvdido  siatere  was  ^^^^  ^ 
forfeited,  accordiog  to  its  terms,  by  his  non-appear- 
anoe,  the  forfeiture  was  never  exacted  when  there 
was  a  reasonable  excnse  for  his  non-attendance. 
Thus,  if  he  was  detained  by  sickness,  tempestuous 
weather,  or  flood — vdletvdine^  tempestate^  vd  vijhir 
miniSj  the  proctor  was  relieved  against  the  penalty, 
and  the  fidejussores  were  discharged.  But  when  a 
third  person  came  in  and  took  upon  himself  the 
defence  of  the  suit,  as  any  one  was  allowed  to  do 
even  as  *a  volunteer,  whereby,  according  to  the 
Boman  law,  he  became  substituted  in  place  of  the 
defendant  as  the  debtor  and  domirma  UttSj  he  was 
obliged  to  enter  into  a  stipulation,  with  sureties 
to  pay  whatever  should  be  adjudged  to  be  due, 
juckoatuni  solvere^  and  by  which  he  and  his  sureties 
for  him  also  bound  themselves  that  his  acts  should 
be  notified  by  Ids  principal ;  whence  it  derived  the 
name  given  to  it,  of  the  atipulaHo  de  r€Uo^  or  ratam 
rem  habiiwitm  domiivum.  This  latter  form  of  secu- 
rity was  also  required  of  the^a<?Mra&>rt9,  or  proctors,  5 
of  each  party,  in  actions  in  rem^  called  vindications. 
These  actions  involved  the  right  of  property  in  the 
Bobjeet  in  controversy,  and  were  brought  to  recover 
the  thing  in  specie  against  the  person  in  possession. 
It  seems  not  unreasonable,  therefore,  that  the 
def<mdant  should  have  been  obliged  to  give  security 
to  surrender  the  thing  or  pay  its  value  {^jvdxcatwm 
edlv€re\  if  the  decision  was  against  him;  and  a 
stipulation  to  this  effect  was,  in  fact,  required  of 
him,  until  the  distinction  in  this  respect,  between 
personal  actions  and  vindications,  was  abolished  by 
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v^s-  JnstiniaDy  and  the  defendant  Was  only  reqnired  to 
give  the  stipulation  injvidicio  &ustendi^  to  abide  the 
judgment  in  pereonal  addons. 

Such,  in  briefy  appear  to  have  been  the  forms  and 
legal  effects  of  the  securities  exacted  of  litigants  in 
the  Boman  forum.  The  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  a  civil  law  court,  is  derived  fix>m  that  of 
the  Roman  tribunals ;  and  these  securities  have  been 
adopted,  with  some  modifications,  as  one  of  its 
essential  elements. 


S?aSmi       According  to  the  practice  of  the  English  High 

of  Admlnl- 
1^,  In  raits  ii» 


or%^^.  Court  of  Admiralty,  when  it  exercised  a  compre- 


hensive and  undisputed  jurisdiction  of  actions  in 
pereoTUxm  as  well  as  in  rem^  the  defendant  in  a 
persona]  action  was  required,  on  his  arrest,  as  the 
condition  of  his  liberation,  to  give  bidl,  by  entering, 
with  sureties,  into  a  caution  or  stipulation  for  his 
appearaace.  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  named  in 
the  warrant  of  arrest,  to  answer  the  libellant  in  a 
cause  civil  and  maritime.  This  stipulation  is  equivar 
lent  to  the  bail  bond  to  the  sherifl^  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  in  an  action  at  law;  and  being 
only  for  his  legal  appearance,  he  was  required,  on 
the  return  day,  to  give  a  new  fidejussory  caution  to 
abide  the  sentence  of  the  court  (mjtidicio  sieti)^  to 
pay  the  costs,  and  to  ratify  the  acts  of  his  proctor(a). 
This  being  done,  the  first  stipulation  was  satisfied ; 
and  the  new  one  bound  him  to  await  and  abide  the 
decision  of  the  cause,  and  to  submit  as  well  to  all 
interlocutoiy  orders  as  to  the  final  decree  and  pro- 


(a)  Olerke'8  Praxis,  titl«t  4,,  5, 12. 
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cess  of  ezecation.    This  stipulation,  it  will  be  per-  <'^*- 
ceived,  corresponds  with  the  recognizance  of  bail  in 
a  common  law-action,  except  that  it  superadds  the 
condition  to  pay  costs  and  expenses  at  all  events. 

In  suits  in  rem  in  the  English  admiralty,  the  fide-  Jj 
jussory  caution  exacted  of  the  claimant,  or  person 
appearing  to  defend  the  thing  proceeded  against^ 
according  to  BsowisnE,  is  threefold,  embracing  each 
of  the  several  obligations /comprised  in  the  Roman 
fidejussory  cautions  above  mentioned,  viz^  to  ratify 
the  acts  of  his  proctor — de  rato ;  to  appear  from 
time  to  time,  and  at  the  hearing,  and  to  abide  the 
sentence  —  in  jvdido  &ietendi;  and,  thirdly,  to  pay 
the  condemnation  or  sum  decreed,  and  also  the  costs 
which  shall  be  decreed  — Jvdicatv/m  BcHvere.  In  this 
stipulation,  the  sureties,  and  the  party  by  his 
sureties,  expressly  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  consent,  in  case  of  default  in  the  perform 
mance  of  the  conditions,  that  the  admiralty  process 
shall  issue  against  them(a). 

(a)  2  Browne's  Cir.  and  Adm.  Law,  N.  T.  ed.  of  1840,  p.  408.  See, 
alBo,  LomA  t.  TownMcnd  et  dL^  Ware's  R.,  286, 296,  where  Browne's 
statement  of  the  English  practice  is  adopted  by  the  learned  judge  of 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Maine. 
But  the  forms  of  stipulations  given  in  Marriott's  Formulary,  which  is 
regarded  as  high  authority,  contain  no  engagement  to  ratify  the  acts 
of  the  proctor;  and  I  do  not  recollect  to  hare  met,  in  the  reports  of 
modem  cases  in  the  English  admiralty,  with  any  allusion  to  this  form 
of  stipulation.  I  infer,  therefore,  that  it  has.  not  latterly  been  in  use. 
Indeed,  I  imagine  that  the  proctor  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
has  long  since  ceased  to  stand,  as  such,  in  any  other  than  the  ordinary 
professional  relation  towards  his  client  or  the  subject  in  controversy. 

Dr.  Browne'^' account  would  lead  us  also  to  suppose  that  notwith- 
standing the  stipulation  of  the  cUumant's  sureties  to  pay  the  amount 
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'21*  Having,  by  the  foregoing  brief  outline  of  the 
nature  and  uses  of  tlie  fidejossoiy  caution  or  stipu- 
lation in  the  Roman  tribunals  and  in  the  English 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  endeavored  to  pave  the 
way  for  the  purpose,  I  proceed  now  to  the  considerar 
tion  of  the  admiralty  stipulations  in  use  in  the 
American  courts  of  admiralty. 
AdmMgr^  Considering  the  indefinite  footing  on  which  the 
SkJ^mrt!  forms  of  procedure  in  our  courts  were  left  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  upon  the  subject,  the  difficulty 
of  obtaining  exact  information  relative  to  the  modes 
of  proceeding  in  the  courts  of  other  countries,  and 
the  want,  until  very  recently,  of  any  authoritative 
common  standard,  it  is  not  surprising  that  a  con- 
to  be  adjudged  to  the  pUuntiff,  the  ship  still  remains  under  arrest. 
But  this  would  be  unnecessary  and  oppressiye ;  and  it  clearly  appears 
from  the  forms  aboye  mentioned,  that  the  court,  on  taking  bail, 
releases  the  ship  at  once  from  arrest ;  and  where  the  bail  is  taken  by 
a  commissioner  appointed  at  a  remote  port  for  that  purpose,  he  is 
expressly  authorized  by  his  conmiission  to  direct  the  release  of 
the  ship. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  here,  also,  to  give  the  actual  form  of  the  engage- 
ment entered  into  by  the  claimant's  sureties.  They  bind ''  themselyes, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  for  G.  H.  of  , 

owner  of  the  sud  ship  (or  for  the  said  master  of  the  said 

ship  ),  in  the  sum  of  (here  insert  the  amount  of  the  action 

on  the  face  of  the  warrant),  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  unto 
the  said  A.  B.,  late  mariner  of  the  said  ship,  to  answer  the  action 
commenced  in  this  behalf,  and  to  bring  forth  the  sud  G.  H.  into  judg- 
ment,  to  abide  the  summary  hearing  of  this  cause  whenever  it  shall 
be  assigned,  and  likewise  to  pay  what  shall  be  adjudged,  with  expen- 
ses ;  and  unless  they  shall  so  do,  they  hereby  severally  consent  that 
execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and 
,  administrators,  goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  t^e  same  may  be 
found,  to  the  value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned."  See  Marriott's  For^ 
mulary,  267,  269,  270,  271,  272,  273,  348,  350. 
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siderable  diversity  slioiild  have  arisen  in  the  practice  ^^"^^-  *• 
of  the  American  courts  of  adnriralty.  Bat  happily 
this  want  has  at  length,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
been  supplied  by  the  promulgation  of  the  Rules  of 
Admiralty  Practice  prescribed  by  the  Supreme 
Court ;  and  though,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  sequel, 
some  of  these  rules,  da  pvhlished^  and  especially 
those  relating  to  stipulations,  are,  unfortunately,  in 
some  respects  defective,  ambiguous  and  obscure, 
owing  undoubtedly  either  to  great  haste  or  inadver- 
tance  in  the  preparation,  or  more  probably  to  gross 
carelessness  in  the  transcription  or  printing  of  them, 
still  they  were  obviously  maturely  considered,  and 
are  in  general  highly  judicions.  They  bear  upon 
their  face  incontestible  evidence  of  a  thorough 
acquaintance  with  the  subject,  and,  as  a  well  de^ijsed, 
uniform  and  authoritative  system  of  admiralty  prac- 
tice for  our  numerous  courts,  are  of  vast  importance 
and  value. 

The  question  then  is,  not  what  has  been  the  prac- 
tice of  our  courts  heretofore,  with  respect  to  the 
forms  and  uses  of  the  admiralty  stipulation  (except 
where  the  rules  are  silent,  or  admit  of  an  altemar 
tive),  but  in  what  manner  the  subject  is  now  regu- 
lated by  these  rules. 


L   In  Actions  in  Pkb80naii. 

The  third  rule  is  in  these  words :  ^  In  all  suits  m  sciiMiatkm 
peraona/m^  where  a  smiple  warrant  of  arrest  issues  ^^SSSt 
and  is  execnted,  the  marshal  may  take  bail  with* 
sufficient  sureties  from  the  party  arrested,  by  bond 
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▼^t-  or  stipulation,  upon  condition  that  he  will  appear 
in  the  suit  and  abide  all  the  orders  of  the  courty 
interlocutory  or  final  in  the  canfie,  and  pay  the 
money  awarded  by  the  final  decree  there  [therein] 
in  the  court  to  which  the  process  is  retnmabley  or 
in  the  appellate  court;  and  upon  sucb  bond  or 
stipulation,  summary  process  of  execution  may  and 
shall  be  issued  against  the  principal  and  sureties  by 
the  court  to  which  such  process  is  returnable,  to 
enforce  the  final  decree  so  rendered,  or  upon  appeal, 
to  the  appellate  court(a). 

It  will  at  once  be  seen  ttiat  the  bail  which  the 
marshal  is  permitted  by  this  rule  to  take  fix>m  the 
defendant,  embraces  the  conditions  of  the  two  prin- 
cipal Roman  fidejussory  cautions,  viz.  that  injudicio 
siet^e,  to  abide  the  orders  and  final  decree  of  the 
court ;  and  that  judicatvm  sol/oere^  to  pay  the  sum 
awarded  by  the  final  decree.  It  will  be  seen,  also, 
that  it  comprises  the  conditions  of  the  stipulation, 
which,  in  the  English  admiralty,  the  defendant  in  a 
personal  action  was  required  to  give  on  his  arrest, 
and  of  that  required  of  him  on  his  appearance  on 

(a)  The  oondnding  ptrt  of  thk  role  preBcribing  the  mode  of 
enfordog  the  stipalation,  and  the  like  proyision  in  other  roles,  will  be 
treated  of  in  the  sequeL  The  Btipulations  required  by  these  roles 
extend  in  all  cases  to  the  appellate  ooort,  thos  superseding  the 
neoessity  of  new'secority  on  appeal.  In  England,  the  opposite  prac- 
tice pieTails.  Gierke's  Praxis,  title  59 ;  2  Bro.  Giy.  and  Ad.  Law,  437. 

It  is  necessary,  also,  here  to  advertise  the  reader  that  since  the  first 
edition  of  this  work  a  role  has  been  made  by  the  Sopreme  Court 
limiting  the  right  to  exact  bail  in  admiralty  actions,  in  the  several 
Jodicial  districts,  to  those  cases  in  which  bail  is  demandable  by  the' 
laws  of  the  state,  in  actions  at  common  law.  This  rule  will  be  more 
particplariy  noticed  in  the  next  chapter. 
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tbe  return-  of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  with  the  impor-  <*^-  *■ 
tant  addition,  moreover,  of  the  absolute  obligation 
assumed  by  it  to  pay  not  only  the  costs  and  expenses, 
but  the  whole  amount  awarded  ag^m^fc  the  defen- 
dyat  by  the  final  judgment  of  the  court  In 
authorizing  the  union  in  one  security  to  be  given  on 
the  arrest^  of  bail  for  appearance,  and  bail  to  the 
action,  this  rule  is  supposed,  Ukewise,  to  be  an  entire 
innovation  upon  the  antecedent  practice  of  our 
courts.  In  another  respect,  also,  it  is  in  opposition 
to  the  antecedent  practice  of  one,  at  least,  of  the 
courts,  viz.,  that  of  the  Southern  District  of  New- 
York ;  by  one  of  the  roles  of  which  it  was  ordained 
that  the  condition  of  the  stipulation  to  be  exacted 
of  the  defendant  upon  his  appearance  in  an  action 
inperaonam^  should  be  that  he  '^will  perform  and 
abide  all  orders  and  decrees  in  the  cause  interlo- 
cutory or  final,  or  ddiver  himaelf  pereonaO/y  for 
<x)nmdtment^  m  execution  of  euch  ordere^  to  tlieproper 
officer{a)P 

But  by  a  rule  of  the  district  courts  for  the 
districts  composing  the  First  Circuit,  this  condition 
prescribed  by  the  new  rule  was  already  required 
in  the  bail  to  the  action(&).  I  am  informed,  how- 
ever, by  the   highest    authority,  that  in    actual 


(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  Kule  38. 

(6)  Rule  3.  This  rule  also  requires  the  stipulation  to  the  action  to 
contain  the  condition  that  the  defendant  shall  ratifj  the  acts  of  his 
proctor,  de  rato;  but  no  sudi  condition  appears  in  the  forms  oi  the 
stipulations  I  have  seen  in  actual,  use  in  the  District  of  Massachusetts, 
and  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  recently  been  exacted  in  any  of  the 
American  courts.  The  rule  prescribed  bj  the  Supreme  Court,  it  will 
be  observed,  does  not  require  it.    See  tuprct,  p.  85,  note  a. 
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^^^  practice,  the  rule  has  not,  in  this  respect,  been 
strictly  enforced  when  the  defendant  was  nnable  to 
obtain  sureties  willing  to  bind  themselves  to  this 
extent ;  but  that  in  such  cases,  the  defendant  was 
Uberated  on  giving  a  stipulation  with  sureties  to  pay 
ike  ooets  and  wpensea  of  ike  suit  which  might  be 
awarded  against  him. 

To  imprison  a  defendant  and  to  keep  him  in  close 
confinement  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  for 
want  of  sureties  to  pay  the  debt  or  damages  which 
may  or  may  not  be  decreed  axrainst  hiuL  when  at 
the  same  ti^e  he  is  able  and  ^g  to  fiad  sureties 
for  his  appearance  in  court  from  time  to  time  as 
often  as  his  presence  may  be  required,  and  his  sub- 
mission  to  its  orders  and  decrees,  would  certainly  be 
oppressive* 

We  shall  presently  see,  however,  assuming  the 
new  rule  to  be  imperative,  so  as  in  all  cases  to 
require  the  marshal  to  exact  the  specified  bail  as 
the  only  condition  on  which  he  is  permitted  to  libe- 
rate the  defendant,  that  the  hardships  which  might 
otherwise  result  from  it  would  probably  be  ia  a 
great  degree  mitigated  by  another  rule;  but  it 
becomes  a  question,  nevertheless,  of  considerable 
interest,  whether  the  third  rule  ought  to  receive  so 
rigid  a  construction.  The  phraseology  of  the  rule, 
as  we  have  said,  is  potential:  ^'the  marshal  may 
take  baO,''  etc.  The  word  vnay^  occuring  in  statutes, 
is  sometimes  construed  to  be  equivalent  to  ehaU; 
but  this  is  only  when  the  obvious  design  of  the  ax^t 
requires  such  an  interpretation.  If  this  rule  formed 
a  part  of  a  new  code  of  procedure  for  a  court  newly 
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created,  there  would  be  strong  ground  for  holding  ^^^^  ^ 
it  to  be  absolutely  imperative.  The  presumption 
would  in  such  case  be  irresistible,  of  an  intention 
that  the  defendant  should  not  be  liberated  without 
some  securily ;  and  this  form  of  security  being  the 
only  one  designated,  it  would  be  the  only  one  which 
the  marshal  would  have  any  authority  to  exact 
But  these  rules  pertain  to  tribunals,  and  to  a  system 
of  procedure  therein,  already  in  existence ;  and  ac- 
cording to  an  established  usage  of  these  courts,  the 
defendant,  on  his  arrest,  was  required  to  give  bail 
only  for  his  appearance  on  the  return  of  the  pro- 
oesa  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  it  was 
intended,  by  the  new  rul^,  absolutely  to  abolish  this 
usage.  It  might  not  unreasonably  have  been  sup* 
poeed  that  defendants  who,  on  being  arrested,  should 
have  it  in  their  power,  without  difficulty,  to  find 
sureties  to  the  effect  specified  in  the  rule,  might 
prefer  to  give  it  at  once,  instead  of  being  obliged 
to  give  new  Becimty  on  the  retam  of  the  process; 
and  it  does  not  seem  extravagant  to  presume  that  it 
was  the  design  of  this  rule,  not  to  compel,  but  to 
put  it  in  the  power  of  defendants  to  do  so.  But  if 
the  courts  adopt  this  construction,  they  will  it  is 
presumed,  still  consider  the  rule  obligatory  on  them 
with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  security  to  be 
exacted  on  the  return  of  the  process,  unless  it  should 
dearly  appear  that  the  defendant  is  unable  to  find 
sureties  willing  to  bind  themselves  to  the  extent 
specified  in  the  rule.  In  such  a  case,  having,  as  it 
is  presumed,  the  power  to  take  the  mere  personal 
security  of  the  defendant,  by  admitting  him  to  his 
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juratory  caiiti<»i,.  when  his  imprisonment  wonld 
otherwise  be  ii^vitable,  the  courts  would  probably 
be  anthorized,  independently  of  the  other  rule 
allnded  to  above,  and  wHich  will  presently  be  more 
particularly  noticed^  tQ  exercise  the  lesser  power  of 
relieving  him  from  finding  snreties  for  the  payment 
of  the  principal  sum  that  might  be  awarded  against 
him  by  the  decree,  upon  his  offering  to  secure  the 
payment  of  costs ;  according  to  the  practice  above 
mentioned,  of  ^  the  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts. 

But  admitting  the  third  rule  to  be  imperative, 
there  is,  as  already  observed,  another  rule  which 
seems  to  furnish,  to  a  considerable  extent,  an  antidote 
to  the  inconveniences  and  hardships  which,  without 
it,  might  be  apprehended.  The  tweni/y-fifth  rule 
prescribes  that  ^  In  all  cases  of  libels  m  peraoivamj 
the  court  may,  in  its  discretion^  upon  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant^  where  no  bail  has  been  taken  and 
no-  attachment  of  property  has  been  made  to  answer 
the  exigency  of  the  suit,  require  the  defendant  to 
^^J^^^  give  a  stipulation  with  sureties  in  such  sum  as  the 
dut  te^  court  shall  direct,  to  pay  all  costs  amd  Mpenses  which 
shall  be  awarded  against  him  in  the  smt  upon  the 
final  adjudication  thereof,  or  by  any  interlocutory 
order  in  the  process  [progress]  of  the  suit'' 

The  direct  object  of  this  rule  may  have  been  to 
provide  for  the  case  of  a  voluntary  appearance  of 
the  defendant)  in  pursuance  of  a  ^'  simple  monition 
in  the  nature  of  a  summons,"  issued  instead  of  a 
warrant  of  arrest,  in  pursuance  of  the  second  rule. 
But  there  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  it  which 
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requires  its  limitation  to  saeh  cases,^  Qor  is  it  by  any  <>^*^ 
means  clear  tihat  saoh  limitation  was  contemplated ; 
and  as  tile  case  of  a  defendant,. wko  has  been  arrested 
on  a  warrant  of  arrest,  and  who,  for  want  of  bail, 
has  be^a  held  in  custody  and  br^agfatinto  court  on 
the  retam  of  the  process,  is  equally  within  itstermS| 
no  reason  is  perceived  why  the  courts  should  not 
apply  it  to  such  a  case ;  and  such,  it  is  apprehended, 
will  be  their  duty.  It  is  true  that  the  effect  of  the 
third  rule,  if  it  is  to  be  deemed  maadatoiy  and 
absolute,  will  still  be  to  deprive  defendants  of  their 
former  privilege  of  being  discharged  from  arrest 
before  the  return  day  of  the  warrant,  on  giving  bail 
simply  for  their  appearance,  unless,  indeed,  the 
courts  should  feel  warranted,  as  possibly  they  may 
do,  under  special  circxmnstances,  to  permit  the  drfen* 
dant  to  be  brought  in  before  that  day;  and,  assuming 
this  to  be  an  "  appearance  ^  within  the  requirement 
of  the  twenty-fifth  rule,  allow  him  then  to  give  the 
stipulation  therein  designated.  Be  this,  however, 
as  it  may,  as  only  a  few  days  generally  intervene 
between  the  test  and  return  day  of  the  warrant, 
the  defendant  can,  at  most,  under  this  construction 
of  the  twenty-fifth  rule,  be  subjected  to  but  a  very 
brief  imprisonment 

With  regard  to  the  prescribed  condition  of  the 
stipulation  to  be  exacted  in  pursuance  of  the  twenty- 
fifth  rule,  ^  to  pay  all  costs  uid  expenses."  etc.,  it 
would  probably  have  been .  better,  had  the  rule  in 
terms  required  the  further  condition  of  abiding  all 
interlocutory  orders  and  the  final  judgment  of  the 
court,  in  conformity  to  the  stipulation  in  Jvdicio 
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^^*'    eietendi;  but  it  is  sapposed,  notwithstanding  the 
omission,  that  the  courts  may,  in  their  discretion, 
still  require  this  condition  to  be  superadded. 
^^SSZ,      The /(mr^ rule  prescribes  that  ''In  all  suits  in 

iStSS^ ""  eflfects  are  attached  under  such  warrant(a)  authorir 
:dng  the  same,  the  attachment  may  be  dissolved  by 
order  of  the  court  to  which  the  same  warrant  is 
returnable,  upon  the  defendant,  whose  property  is 
BO  attached,  giving  a  bond  or  stipulation  with 
sufficient  sureties  to  abide  by  all  orders,  interlocutory 
or  final,  of  the  court,  and  pay  the  amount  awarded 
by  the  final  decree  rendered  in  the  court  to  which 
the  process  ib  returnable,  or  in  any  appellate  court.'' 
This  stipulation,  it  will  be  observed,  like  that 
required  on  the  arrest  of  the  person,  combines  the 
Roman  stipulation  injuMcio  eistere^  and  that^^t^^ 
catum  solvere. 


n.  Ik  Actions  iv  Rem. 

The  foregoing  are  all  the  forms  of  stipulation 

required  by  the  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice,  in 

suits  m  pereona/m;  and  I  proceed  to  notice  those 

pertaining  to  suits  in  rem. 

22p2Sg        -^y  ^®  twenty-eiosth  rule,  it  is  ordained  that  the 

^  claimant  upon  putting  in  his  claim,  "shall  file  a 

stipulation  with,  sureties  in  such  sum  as  the  court 

.  shall  direct,  for  the  payment  of  all  costs  and  ex- 

(a)  A  warraiit  to  arrest  the  defendant,  with  a  danae  therein,  if  he 
cannot  be  found,  directing  his  goods  and  chattels,  or,  for  want  thereof, 
his  credits  and  effects  to  be  attached.    See  Rule  if..  Appendix. 
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penses  whicii  shall  be  awarded  against  Mm  by  the  ^^  ^ 
final  decree  of  the  conrt^  or,  upon  appeal,  by  the  ap- 
pellate conrt^  This  rule  is  merely  declaratory  of 
what  is  understood  to  have  been  the  uniform 
antecedent  practice  of  the  American  courts.  The 
Bpedfied  amount  in  which  the  security  is  to  be  taken, 
is  regulated  by  the  usage  or  rules  of  the  courts 
respectively.  In  the  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New-York,  the  sum  of  $250  is  pre- 
scribed by  express  rule(a);  and  a  correspondent 
usage  exists  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern 
District.  The  sum  usually  required  in  the  New 
England  districts  is  understood  to  be  $200,  Under 
extraordinary  circumstances  requiring  a  larger  sum, 
a  special  order  would  doubtless  be  made  for  that 
purpose.  It  ia  a  simple  security  for  costs,  in  the 
most  stringent  form,  however,  to  pay  absolutely* 

The  ihirty-fov/rtih  rule  ordains  that  any  third  J2ii?S 
person,  who  in  a  suit  in  rem  shall  intervene  for  his  ibr  hS% 
own  interest,  shall,  in  like  manner,  upon  filing  his 
allegations,  *^give  a  stipulation  with  sureties  to  abide 
hy  the  fmxjH  decree  rendered  in  the  cause,  and  to  pay 
all  such  costs  and  expenses  and  damages  as  shall 
be  awarded  by  tbe  court  upon  the  final  decree, 
whether  it  is  rendered  in  the  original  or  appellate 
eourt** 

The  tefUh  rule,   after   providing  for  the  sale,  ^»*or  ^ 
pending  the  suit,    on    the  application  of   either  other  £iig^ 
party,  of  perishable  "  goods  or  other  things  ^  under  "^ 
arrest^  proceeds  as  follows :  ^  Or  the  court  may, 

(fi)  Rule  44. 
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TM^t.  npon  the  application  of  the  elaimant,  order  a  de- 
livery thereof  to  him  npon  a  due  appraisement  to 
1>B  had  under  its  direption,  either  npon  the  claim- 
ant^s  depofiiting  in  conrt  so  mnch  money  as  the 
conrt  shall  order,  or  npon  his  giving  a  etipnlation 
with  sureties  in  snch  sum  as  the  conrt  shall  direct, 
to  abide  by  and  pay  the  money  awarded  by  the 
final  decree  rendered  by  the  conrt  or  the  appellate 
conrt,  if  any  appeal  intervenes,  ad  the  one  or  the 
other  course  shall  be  ordered  by  the  conrt(a)." 
onttiede.  The  deverUh  nde  further  directs,  that  ^'In  like 
S5?-  ™u..er,  where  »yBhip  4J11«  «r«ted,  the  «une 
may,  upon  the  application  of  the  claimant,  be 
delivered  to  him  npon  a  due  appraisement  to  be 
had  under  the  direction  of  the  conrt^  npon  the 
claimant's  depositing  in  conrt  so  much  money  as 
the  court  shall  order,  or  npon  giving  a  stipulation 
with  sureties  as  aforesaid." 

These  rules,  in  providing  the  alternative  of  a 
deposit  of  money  in  pledge,  pifffwri^  for  the  pro- 
perty, adopt  another  form  of  security  in  use  in  the 
Roman  tribunals. 

In  all  these  rules,  it  will  be  seen,  the  word  '^  sure* 
ties,"  in  the  plural,  is  used,  as  it  also  is  by  the 
elementary  writers  who  treat  of  the  admiralty 
stipulation;  but  it  is  not  supposed  to  be  indis* 
pensably  ^tecessary,  in  all  cases,  to  exact  more  than 
one  surety.  The  only  object  in  view  is  to  secure 
the  rights  of  the  opposite  party ;  and  when  a  single 

(a)  Whether  this  part  of  the  tenth  rule  extends  to  any  other  than 
perishahle  property,  seema  douhtiuL  On  this  suhject,  see  pott,  chap. 
5,  {2. 
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surety  is  aidicient  for  this  pnrpcNse,  doubtless  one   <'hap.4. 
only  may  be  taken. 

These  rales  relative  to  suits  in  rem^  were  not 
intended  to  change  or  modify  the  correct  antece- 
dent practice,  but  to  declare  and  establish  it  They 
require  of  the  owner  of  the  property  proceeded 
against^  as  the  condition  on  which  he^  is  to  be  per- 
initted  to  appear  in  court  as  claimant,  and  in  that 
character  to  contest  the  demand  of  the  libellant^ 
that  he  shall  give  security  for  any  costs  that  may 
be  adjudged  against  him  in  the  suit;  and  they 
exact  the  like  condition  of  any  third  person  who 
comes  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  any  ^ 
claim  which  he  pretends  to  have  against  the  same 
property,  and  who  in  such  case  is  said  to  intervene 
for  his  interest :  uid,  lastly,  if  the  owner  desires  to 
have  the  thing  under  arrest  re-delivered  to  him,  for 
the  purpose  of  enjoying  the  use  of  it  during  the 
continuance  of  the  suit,  or  of  saving  the  heavy 
expense  of  having  it  remain  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  he  is  required  to  ^ve  security  to  the  libellant 
for  its  appraised  value,  or  to  deposit  an  equivalent 
sum  of  money  in  court,  subject  to  be  applied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  libellant's  demand  should  it 
prove  to  be  valid.  It  is  of  course  optional  with 
the  owner  to  appear  in  the  character  of  claimant 
and  defendant,  or  not ;  and  if  he  does  so,  it  is 
equally  at  his  option  to  apply  for  a  re-ddivery  of 

his  property,  or  not 

It  is  matter  of  surprise  that,  so  £gu*  at  least  as  I 
am  informed,  owners  of  vessels  so  frequently  omit, 
in  this  country,  to  avail  themselves  of  their  right 

18 
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v^f.  to  have  their  property  released  fix)m  arrest,  but 
leave  it  subject  to  the  marshal^s  charges  for  custody 
fees,  sometimes  for  months,  when,  at  very  little 
inconvenience  and  eitpense,  they  conld  regain  the 
possession  and  ose  of  it.  There  are  cases,  it  is  tme, 
where  there  may  be  no  adequate  motive  for  desiring 
its  release,  and  where  it  may  even  be  for  the  interest 
of  the  owner  to  suSet  it  to  remain  and  be  sold, 
either  by  an  interlocutory  order,  or  under  the  final 
decree  of  the  court ;  as  in  a  suit  for  salvage,  where 
the  vessel  is  so  much  damaged  as  to  be  unfit  for  use, 
without  expensive  repairs ;  or  when  the  claims  upon 
the  property  amount  to  the  whole  or  a  large  propor- 
tion of  its  value :  but  where  the  sum  in  dispute  is 
inconsiderable,  as  is  frequently  the  case  in  suits  by 
material-men,  and  especially  in  suits  for  mariners' 
wages,  the  interest  of  the  owner  would  in  general 
be  essentially  promoted  by  re-possessing  himself  of 
his  property  at  once.  Such,  I  infer,  is  the  practice 
in  England ;  where  the  owner,  upon  his  first  appear* 
ance,  gives  security  by  a  single  stipulation  for  costs, 
and  also  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  which  shall  be 
awarded  against  him  by  the  final  deciree.  If  the 
stipulation  is  taken  and  acknowledged  before  a  com- 
missioner at  a  distant  port,  he  at  once  orders  the 
vessel  to  be  discharged ;  and  if  it  is  given  in  court, 
a  supersedeas  is  immediately  issued  to  the  marshal. 
The  above  recited  rules,  it  has  been  seen,  speak 
of  an  appraisement  of  the  property,  and  seem  to 
imply  that  the  caution  must  be  for  its  full  value. 
There  are  teases,  undoubtedly,  which  require  an 
appraisement,  unless  the  parties  can  agree  upon  the 
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▼alae  of  the  property ;  as  in  a  suit  for  salvage,  where  ^j^^ 
the  amonnt  to  be  decreed  depends  on  the  value  of 
the  property  saved ;  or,  when  the  libellant^s  claim 
equals  or  exceeds  in  amount  the  whole  value  of  the 
property,  as  is  not  unfrequently  the  case  in  suits  to 
enforce  an  express  or  implied  hypothecation  for 
supplies  and  repairs,  and  as  may  be  the  case  in  a 
suit  for  damage  by  collision,  or  other  tort  In  cases 
of  these  latter  descriptions,  it  is  not  only  necessary 
that  the  value  of  the  thing  should  be  determined, 
but  it  is  proper  also  that  the  security  given  should 
extend  to  that  amount  In  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  England,  however,  security  is  taken 
for  a  less  amount,  even  in  cases  of  salvage ;  and  in 
ordinary  cases,  where  a  specific  sum  is  claimed,  the 
security  is  for  that  sum,  without  regard  to  the  value 
of  the  aliip(a).  It  was  doubtless  very  suitable,  in 
a  general  declaratory  rule,  to  recognize  the^  propriety 
of  an  appraisement^  preparatory  to  the  delivery  of 
the  property  to  t^e  claimant ;  but  it  is  supposed 
that  what  has  been  described  as  the  practice  in 
E&gland,  may,  with  p^ect  propriety  as  well  as 
great  ntility,  be  followed  here.* 

It  is  necessary  now  to  notice  an  act  of  Congress,  j^. 
passed  when  this  work  was  nearly  ready  for  the  ^^' 
jHress^  the  design  of  which  appears  to  have  been  to 
fiM^itate,  and  as  far  as  practicable  to  insure,  substan- 
tially, the  course  of  practice  above  recommended, 
and  at  the  same  time  to  extend  it  The  act,  it  will 
be  seeOi  also,  has  the  further  useful  design  of  dis* 

(a)  See  Marriott's  Fomnilary,  270-274, 355,  et  pattims  Bobinfon's 
IKmIsoh's  and  Haggard's  Reports,  fkurim. 
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TOL^t..  conraging  the  proeecation  in  the  admiralty  of  suits 
for  trivial  amoants.  Whether  its  provisions  for  this 
purpose  are  wise  and  jnst,  is  a  question  npon  which 
it  might  be  deemed  unbecoming  in  me  to  express 
an  opinion.  It  is  entitled  '^  An  act  for  the  reduction 
of  costs  and  expenses  of  proceedings  in  admiralty, 
against  ship  sand  vessels  f  and  it  enacts,  ^^  that  in 
any  case  brought  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
exercising  jurisdiction  in  admiralty,  where  a  warrant 
of  arrest,  or  other  process  in  rem^  shall  be  issued,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  marshal  to  stay  the  execu- 
tion of  such  process,  or  to  discharge  the  property 
arrested  if  the  same  has  been  levied  on,  receiving 
fix>m  the  claimant  of  the  same  a  bond  or  stipulation 
in  double  the  amount  claimed  by  the  libellant,  with 
sufficient  surety,  to  be  approved  by  the  judge  of  the 
said  court,  or  in  his  absence  by  the  collector  of  the 
port,  conditioned  to  abide  and  answer  the  decree  of 
the  court  in  such  cause ;  and  such  bond  or  stipulsr 
tion  shall  be  returned  to  the  said  court,  and  judg- 
ment on  the  same,  both  against  the  principal  and 
sureties,  may  be  recovered  at  the  time  of  rendering 
the  decree  in  the  original  cause:  provided  that  the 
entire  costs  in  any  such  case,  in  which  the  amount 
recovered  by  the  libellant  shall  not  exceed  one  hun« 
dred  dollars,  shall  not  be  more  than  fifty  per  centum 
of  the  amount  recovered  in  the  same ;  which  costs 
shall  be  applied  first  to  payment  of  the  usual  fees 
for  witnesses,  and  the  commissioner,  where  a  com- 
missioner shall  act  on  the  case,  and  the  residue  be 
divided  pro  rata  between  the  clerk  and  marshal^ 
under  the  direction  of  the  judge  of  the  court  where 
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the  case  may  be  tried :  provided,  fiirtlier,  that  no   <^^^^'  *• 
attorney's  or  proctor^s  fees  shall  be  allowed  or  paid 
ont  of  the  said  co6t8(a). 

Under  this  act,  as  I  understand  it,  the  required  ^S^S^ 
security  may  be  offered  to  the  marshal  at  any  time 
after  the  receipt  by  him  of  the  warrant  of  arrest ; 
and  he  is  thereupon  bound,  if  before  the  execution 
of  the  warrant,  to  abstain  from  executing  it,  and  if 
afterwards,  to  release  the  property  from  arrest.  The 
security  is  to  be  given  by  '^  the  claimant  A  claim- 
ant, in  the  language  of  the  admiralty,  is  one  who 
has  appeared  in  the  suit,  claiming  to  be  the  owner, 
or  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  who, 
upon  satisfactory  evidence  of  proprietary  interest, 
is  admitted  by  the  court  as  such ;  but  to  put  this 
interpretation  upon  the  term  dainumty  as  it  stands 
in  this  act,  would  be,  to  a  great  extent^  to  defeat  its 
policy,  and  would  moreover  be  inconsistent  with  the 
right  conferred  by  it  to  give  security  before  an 
actual  arrest 

The  reasons  for  requiring  evidence  of  proprietary 
interest  in  the  person  who  appears  before  the  court, 
demanding  to  be  admitted  as  claimant,  are,  1,  that 
by  being  so  admitted,  he  acquires  the  right  to  con- 
test the  claim  of  the  libellant^  which  it  would  be 
tinjnst  to  allow  a  stranger  to  do ;  and,  2,  that  he 
thereby  also  becomes  entitled  of  course  to  the  res-^ 
tUution  of  the  property,  in  case  the  libellant  fails 
in  his  suit,  or  to  the  balance  that  may  remain  in 
court  after  satisfying  the  libellant's  demand,  where 

(a)  Act  of  MOtth  3, 1847,  ch.  56. 
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^^^  the  property  has  been  sold  for  that  purpose  under 
a  decree  of  the  court  Bat  as  the  omission  of  the 
marshal  to  execute  his  process,  when  the  security  is 
o£^red  beforehand ;  or  liis  mere  release  of  it,  upon 
the  tender  of  security,  after  arrest^  can  confer  no 
such  rights,  no  injustice  or  inconrenienoe  seems 
likely  to  result  from  construing  the  word  ^  claim* 
ant,'*  in  the  act,  as  importing  any  person  who 
chooses  to  assume  that  character,  and  ofibrs  the 
required  security ;  unless,  indeed,  the  marshal  should 
haye  good  reason  to  suspect  some  fraudulent  or 
unlawful  design.  If  a  person  has  already  appeared 
in  court,  and  been  admitted  as  claimant,  he  will  of 
course  be  the  proper  person  to  give  the  security; 
and  should  one  who  has  already  ^ven  security, 
appear  and  demand  admission  in  court  as  claimant, 
it  will  doubtless  still  be  the  duty  of  the  court, 
nevertheless,  to  require  the  usual  evidence  of  his 
ownership  before  admitting  him  as  such. 

It  is  not  supposed  that  the  giving  of  security 
under  this  act  has  the  ^fect  of  subjecting  the  jMr^cm 
of  the  party  by  whom  it  is  given,  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  except  for  the  single  purpose  of  ulti- 
mately enforcing  the  security  should  it  become 
necessary.  He  is  to  bind  himself,  and  his  surety  or 
sureties  are  to  be  bound  for  him,  that  he  will  ^  abide 
and  answer  the  deoree  of  the  court  in  such  cause :" 
the  meaning  of  which  is  supposed  to  be,  simply,  that 
he  will  pay  the  amount  awarded  to  the  libellant, 
including  costs,  by  the  final  decree  of  the  court  If 
this  view  of  the  intention  of  the  act  is  correct,  it 
will  follow  that  unless  the  claimant  under  the  act 
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also  appears  and  is  admitted  as  ckimant  i&  conrt^  ghap.4. 
lie  cannot  be  permitted  to  ccmtest  the  demand  of 
the  libellant,  nor  be  compelled  to  answer  interrogar 
tories;  not  being,  in  fact,  a^ party  to  the  snit  It,  is 
presumed,  also,  that  the  right  secnred  by  the  act  to 
the  release  of  the  properly  on  giving  secnrily,  is 
nnaffieeted  by  the  previous  appearance  and  admis- 
sion of  the  party  as  claimant  The  result,  therefore, 
ai^pears  to  be,  that  the  owner  of  the  property  pro- 
ceeded against  may  obtain  its  release  without 
appearing  in  the  suit  at  all ;  and  even  when  he  has 
so  appeal^,  lie  may  rtiU  do  so  without  any  appU- 
cation  to  the  court  for  that  purpose.  In  'these 
respects,  the  act  is  an  innovation  upon  the  antece- 
dent  practice  of  the  American  courts.  The  security 
required  by  the  act,  it  will  be  observed,  is  equivalent 
to  the  stipulaticm  for  costs  to  be  given  on  putting 
in  a  claim,  and  also  that  antecedently  required, 
properly  denominated  bail  to  the  action,  on  a  de- 
livery of  the  thing ;  but  it  is  still  left  to  the  choice 
of  the  owner  who  desires  to  contest  the  suits,  either  SMornr 

'  ^       may  \f 

to  give  security  under  the  act,  and  thereby  obtain  S2£]S; 
the  release  of  the  property,  or  merely  to  give  a 
stipulation  for  costs,  leaving  the  property  in  the 
custody  of  the  law. 

In  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  S^JST 
when  the  suit  is  in  personam  against  the  master,  as 
well  as  m  rem  against  the  ship,  and  bail  to  the 
action  is  given  by  the  owner,  the  master,  as  well  as 
the  ship,  is  released  from  arrest.  I  presume  such 
would  be  the  practice  of  our  courts ;  for  the  rights 
of  the  libellant  having  been  thus  made  secure. 
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YOT^i.  there  would  be  no  propriety  in  detaining  the 
master  in  cnstody  nntil  lie  should  give  additional 
security.  It  may  be  supposed  that  by  the  equity 
of  this  statute,  the  same  consequence  would  follow 
in  an  action  against  the  ship  and  master,  from  the 
giving  of  security  by  the  claimant  under  the  act^ 

It  is  necessarv  now  to  revert  to  the  rules  which 
have  been  the  subject  of  comment  in  this  chapter, 
and  to  consider  them  in  connection  with  some  of  the 
others,  for  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  in  some 
degree  to  dissipate  the  un&)rtunate  obscurity  in 
which,  in  some  cespects,  they  have  left  the  subject 
involved. 
?ei?!S^         By  the  third  rule,  as  we  have  seen,  the  marshal  is 

**  bond  **  and  ^  i 

ttonP*M  authorized,  upon  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  to  ^  take 
KTiw^?*  bail''— *%  Ixmd  or  stipulation.;^  and  the  same 
!y1l^'^  phraseology  occurs  also  in  the  fourth  and  eix^  rules. 
The  question  therefore  necessarily  arises,  whether 
the  words  bond  and  stiptdation  are  in  these  rules 
used  synonimously ;  or,  whether  by  the  term  bond 
it  was  intended  to  designate  the  instrument  under 
seal  and  eooecuted^  known  under  this  appellation  in 
the  common  law  courts.  This  is  a  question  of  con- 
siderable practical  importance;  because  if  the 
former  construction  be  the  true  one,  serious  doubts 
might  be  entertained  concerning  the  validity  of 
common  law  bonds,  should  they  be  taken  instead 
of  a  stipulation.  Que  reason  which  may  be  sup- 
posed to  favor  this  construction,  is,  that  the 
admiralty  securities  are,  in  the  English  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  denominated  bonds  as  well  as 
cautions  and  stipulations.    Thus,  the  caption  to  a 
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form  fop  a  stipulation  given  in  Marriott's  Formulary,  o^  ^ 
.to  be  ^  taken  and  acknowledged,''  is,  "  Form  of  the 
Bail  Bond  f  and  at  the  end  of  it,  there  is  this 
direction:  "Note — ^TheBondisnottobe6ealed(a).'' 
Indeed,  it  seems  to  be  called  by  either  name  in- 
differentiy(&). 

But  a  stronger  reason  for  supposing  the  term 
"  bond  ^  to  have  been  used  as  but  another  name  for 
stipulation,  is  to  be  found  in  the  language  of  the 
^th  rule.  It  is  as  follows :  "  Bonds  or  stipulations 
in  admiralty  suits  may  be  given  and  taken  in  open 
court,  or  at  chambers,  or  before  a  commissioner  of 
the  court  who  is  authorized  by  the  court  to  take 
affidavits  of  bail  [acknowledgments  of  bail  and 
affidavits],  and  depositions  in  cases  pending  before 
the  court."  It  can  hardly  be  supposed  to  have 
been  intended  to  require  the  party  and  his  sureties 
to  go  before  l^e  court,  the  judge,  or  a  commissioner, 
to  execate  a  bond,  or  to  acknowledge  it. 

It  has  long  been  customary  in  the  District  of 
Massachusetts,  and,  as  it  is  supposed,  also  in  the 
other  districts  composing  the  First  Circuit,  for  the 
tnftfiihftl^  on  the  arrest  of  a  defendant  in  an  action 
inpersonam^  to  take  bail  for  his  appearance,  in  the 
form  of  a  common  bond ;  but  the  bond  is  simply 
executed  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  by  whom  its 
execution  is  attested  as  in  ordinary  cases.  K  there 
were  no  grounds  for  distrust  as  to  tibie  genuineness 
of  this  rule,  therefore,  it  would  seem  to  be  nearly 

(a)  Murriott's  Formukry,  272. 

(6)  See,  for  exunple,  1  Haggard's  R.,  312. 

14 


106  ADMIRALTY  PRACTICE. 

YOLj.  conclusive  as  evidence  that  the  terms  in  qnestion 
were  used  in  the  same  sense.  But  the  force  of  this, 
evidence  is  greatly  weakened,  if  not  neutralized,  by 
the  thirty  "fifth  rule,  which  is  as  follows :  "Stipular 
tions  in  admiralty  and  maritime  suits  may  be  taken 
in  open  court,  or  by  the  proper  judge  at  chambers, 
or,  under  his  order,  by  any  commissioner  of  the 
court,  who  is  a  standing  commissioner  of  the  court, 
f^nd  is  now  by  law  authorized  to  take  affidavits  of 
bail  [acknowledgments  of  bail  and  affidavits],  and 
also  depositions  in  civil  causes  pending  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States."  In  this  rule,  it  will  be 
observed,  the  word  bond  is  not  used.  It  is  scarcely 
to  be  imagined  that  it  was  really  intended  to  pro- 
mulgate both  of  these  rules.  Undoubtedly  the 
reports  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
sent  forth  by  its .  reporter,  are  in  general  to  be 
regarded  as  authoritative,  and  under  ordinary  cii- 
cumstances  it  would  be  presumptuous  to  question 
their  genuineness :  but  these  rules  are,  upon  their 
face,  marked  by  defects  too  gross  to  be  imputed  to 
the  court^  and  furnish  evidence  therefore  of  v^y 
great  and  reprehensible  carelessness  on  the  part  of 
some  one  or  more  of  the  intermediate  agents  through 
whose  hands  they  passed  after  leaving  those  of  the 
court  Both  of  them,  as  we  have  seen,  contain  the 
senseless  words  ''  affidavits  of  bail,"  instead  of  the 
words  (uhfuywledgrrvefnU  of  boM  cmd  affidcmt^. 
Neither  these  senseless  words,  nor  the  scarcely  less 
unhappy  jargon  "or  under  his  order,  by  a  oommia- 
sioner  of  the  court,  who  is  a  standing  commissioner 
of  the  court,  and  is  now  authorized,"  etc.,  which  forms 
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a  part  of  the  thirty-fifth  rule,  could  have  been  ^^  ^ 
written  by  any  member  of  the  conrt,  or  received  its 
assent  According  to  the  literal  construction  of  the 
role,  as  printed,  a  special  authority  from  the  judge 
to  a  standing  commissioner  would  be  necessary 
before  he  could  act;  a  restriction  inconsistent  with 
one  of  the  main  objects  of  the  rule,  and,  pro  tanto^ 
destructive  of  its  utility.  Happily,  however,  there 
is  no  great  difficulty  in  discerning  wl^at  must  really 
have  been  intended  by  this  rule.  It  is  an  established 
practice  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England, 
to  appoint  commissioners  to  take  stipulations  at  par- 
ticular ports  where  their  presence  is  most  likely  to 
be  needed;  and,  also,  when  occasion  requires,  to 
issue  a  special  commission  to  act  in  a  particular 
case(a).  The  design  of  the  rule  probably  was  to 
provide  for  the  taking  of  these  securities,  not  only 
by  the  court  and  the  judge,  but  also  both  by  the 
standing  commissioners  of  the  court,  and  by  com- 
missioners spedally  appointed  for  the  purpose.  It 
may  be  difficult  to  find,  in  the  language  of  the  rule 
as  printed,  sufficient  authority  for  the  appointment 
of  special  commissioners ;  but  this  authority  is  sup- 
posed to  be  inherent  in  the  courts  as  courts  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  no  objec- 
tion is  perceived  to  its  exercise  independently  of  the 
rule.  The  thirty-fifth  rule  is,  therefore,  in  substance, 
sufficient  for  all  the  exigencies  of  the  case ;  and  if 
it  may  be  asdnmed,  first,  that  only  one  of  these  rules 
is  to  be  r^arded  as  operative,  and,  secondly,  that 

(a)  Fonns  of  these  commiBsionB  are  given  in  Marriott's  Formularjj 
267,  309. 
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v«u «.  the  thirty-fifth  is  the  one  which  is  to  be  bo  regarded, 
the  question  under  consideration  will  be  relieved  of 
so  much  of  its  difficulty  as  arises  from  the  apparent 
anomaly  of  providing  for  the  acknowledgment  of 
bonds.  In  favor  of  these  assumptions,  there  is  the 
great  improbability  of  any  intention  to  promulgate 
both  rules ;  the  ambiguity  of  the  fifth  rule ;  the  sub- 
stantial fitness  and  sufficiency  of  the  thirty-fifth ;  the 
tact  of  its  being  placed  last  in  the  order  of  arrange- 
ment, and  its  more  natural  and  suitable  relative 
position  with  respect  to  the  other  rules.  Leaving 
the  fifth  rule  out  of  the  question,  as  it  seems  upon 
these  grounds  reasonable  to  do,  I  proceed  to  state 
some  considerations,  which  appear  to  favor,  if  not 
warrant,  the  conclusion  that  the  term  bond^  in  the 
third,  fourth  and  sixth  rules,  was  intended  to  be  used 
in  its  ordinary  acceptation. 

These  rules  all  relate  to  actions  inperwifuim; 
and  they  are  the  only  ones  relating  to  this  form  of 
action,  in  which  either  of  the  two  words  in  question 
occurs,  except  the  twenty-fourth,  in  which  the  term 
eldpidation  alone  is  used  to  designate  the  security 
which  the  court  is  authorized  to  exact  of  the  de- 
fendant on  his  appearance,  when  no  bail  has 
previously  been  given,  or  attachment  of  property 
made;  but  the  tenth,  eleventh,  twenty-sixth  and 
thirty-fourth  rules,  on  the  contrary,  all  relate  to  suits 
in  rem;  and,  in  all  these,  with  only  the  exception  just 
mentioned,  the  term  stipulation  alone'is  employed : 
and  this  exact  discrimination  is  supposed  to  furnish 
very  strong  ground  for  the  inference  that  it  was 
designed  and  intended  to  be  significant    This  in- 
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ference  is,  moreover,  strengtliened  by  the  fact,  that  ^^  ^ 
in  the  districtB  compoeing  the  First  Gironit,  the 
jMractice  of  allowing  the  marshal  to  take  bail  for 
appearance  on  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  in  actions 
in  persanmn,  hyhond  executed  in  the  nsnal  form, 
had  long  prevailed,  and  was  supposed  to  be  sanc- 
tioned hj  the  third  rule  of  admiralty  practice  in 
those  djstricts(a). 

The  rules  of  admiralty  practice  were  framed  and 
adopted  before  the  death  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice 
Stdbt  ;  and  from  the  Uvely  interest  he  was  known 
to  feel  in  whatever  pertained  to  the  admiralty  braoch 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
it  is  morally  certain  that  his  attention  was  earnestly 
directed  to  an  act  of  the  court,  so  deeply  aflbcting 
the  subject.  He  was,  of  course,  familiar  with  the 
practice  of  the  courts  within  his  own  circuit ;  and 
on  comparing  the  rules  of  admiralty  practice  pre- 
scribed by  the  Supreme  Court,  with  those  of  his 
circuit  above  referred  to,  I  find  a  coincidence  not 
only  in  point  of  substance,  but  also  of  arrangement 
and  language,  so  extensive  and  striking,  as  to  lead 
the  mind  irresistably  to  the  conclusion  that  the  one 
code  was  taken  as  a  general  model  for  the  other. 
K»  therefore,  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the 
Supreme  Court  to  change  the  practice  in  this 
respect  of  so  large  a  number  of  the  courts,  by 

(a)  The  first  bnmch  of  this  rale  directs  that  ^  On  warrants  to 
arrest  the  person  in  admiralty  and  maritime  causes,  if  the  bail  he 
taken  hj  the  marsnal  or  his  depnty,  or  other  person  serring  the*  same, 
it  shall  be  on  condition  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  on  the 
return  day,"  etc 
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abolishing  the  use  of  the  bond  altogether,  care 
would  naturally  have  been  taken  to  use  expressions 
plainly  significant  of  such  intention,  instead  of 
employing  language,  to  say  the  least,  equivocal, 
not  to  say  strongly  indicative  of  the  opposite 
intent  Besides,  if  nothing  more  than  the  adnoJralty 
stipulation  was  meant,  why  was  the  term  bond 
coupled  with  it?  It  is  difficult  to  concieve  any 
reasonable  answer  to  this  question. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  just  conclusion 
appears  to  be,  that  in  personal  actions,  with  the 
exception  above  mentioned  of  cases  arising  under 
the  twenty-fourth  rule,  either  of  these  forms  of 
security  is  admi88ible(a).  It  is  supposed,  however, 
that  the  choice  between  them,  on  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant,  rests  with  the  marshal,  who,  in  cases 


(a)  It  may  eeem  to  the  reader  that  the  author  ought  to  have  made 
Bome  effort  to  ascertain  the  exact  truth  relative  to  these  rules,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  more  effectually  to  clear  up  the  obscurity  in 
which  they  are  inyolved.  He  deems  it  due  to  himself,  therefore,  to 
state,  that  he  long  since  addressed  afW  and  oarefiiUy  framed  letter  of 
inquiry  upon  the  subject,  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court,  who, 
he  doubted  not,  would  be  able,  by  reference  to  his  original  entries  of 
the  Rules,  or,  if  not,  by  inquiries  of  the  court,  then  in  session,  to 
Aimish  the  necessary  explanations.  To  this  letter,  Mr.  Cauioll  did 
not  see  fit  to  return  any  answer.  The  author,  after  waiting*  vainly 
until  the  adjournment  of  the  court,  took  the  liberty  of  addressing  the 
Chief  Justice  on  the  subject.  He  replied  promptly,  and  with  that 
courtesy  which  so  well  befits  high  station,  and  which  always  acoompa- 
nies  it  when  worthily  filled ;  but  he  was  unable  from  recollection  to 
furnish  any  light  upon  the  subject,  and  deemed  it  indiscreet  to  hazard 
any  opinion  concerning  it.  The  late  Mr.  Justice  Stort— c2arum  ei 
venerabile  nomen — had  gone  to  his  final  rest.  Ha<ftie  lived,  he  mig^t, 
not  improbably,  for  the  reason  mentioned  in  the  text)  have  been  able, 
from  certain  recoDeetions,  to  give  the  information  I  desired ;  and  I 
should  not  have  failed  to  consult  bim  on  the  subject 
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involving  lai^  amoimta,  may  not  choose  to  assnme    <^^^' 
the  responsibility  of  accepting  or  refosing  the  snre* 
ties  offered,  and  may  prefer  to  throw  it  upon  the 
jndge  or  commissioner,   and  detain  the  defendant 
until  a  stdpnlation  is  given. 

With  respect  to  the  securities  to  be  given  in  suits  ^^S^^ 
in  reniy  it  seems  very  clear  that  the  form  exclusively  j^e  ua  </ 
contemplated  by  the  Rules  is  that  of  an  admiralty  ^^^* 
stipulation ;  but  we  have  seen  that  these  rules  have 
been  virtually  superseded  by  a  very  recent  act  of 
Gongres8(a).  By  the  terms  of  this  act,  the  bail  to 
be  given  is  to  be  '^  a  bond  or  stipulation.''  Th^re 
may  be  ground  for  doubt  whether  the  term  ^  bond  ^ 
in  the  act  was  intended  to  be  used  in  its  common 
law  acceptation,  or  only  as  synonimous  with  ^  stipu* 
lation,"  as  it  is  often  used  in  admiralty;  but  the 
design  of  the  act  being  to  simplify  and  facilitate  the 
proceedings  necessary  to  effisct  the  object  in  view, 
the  more  reasonable  presumption  would  seem  to  be 
that  Congress  intended  to  make  it  optional  with  the 
claimant  to  give  the  required  security  either  in  the 
form  of  a  common  bond,  or  in  that  of  an  admiralty 
eaation. 

The  court,  or  other  officer,  on  taking  the  stipulsr  ^^^^ 
tion,  is  bound  to  look  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  ^m 
proposed  sureties ;  and  when  it  is.  doubted  or  ques-  ^ 
tioned,   the  sureties  may  be  swom(d).    It  is  the 
practice  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Eng- 
land,   also,     to    act    upon   information    derived 
from  merchAts  or  others  entitled  to  confidence; 

(a)  Vide  sapra,  p.  100.  (6)  Marriott's  Formulary,  271. 
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vOT^t.    certificates  of  the  collectors  of  revenue;  and  espe- 
cially on  the  reports  of  the  marshal,  certifying  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  Bnretie8((i).    It  should  appear 
that  each  of  the  sureties  is  worth  the  sum  for 
which  they  are  bound ;  or  that  both  together  are 
worth  double  the  sum,  after  payment  of  their  just 
'     debts, 
oommi*.         The  stipulation,  when  not  taken  before  the  court, 
?S^  2S|^  is  to  be  certified  and  transmitted  to  the  court.  Forms 
of  the  various  stipulations  are  given  in  the  appendix. 
They  may  be  taken  and  acknowledged,  as  we  have 
seen,  in  court,  before  the  judge  at  chambers,  before 
one  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  circuit 
court  to  take  acknowledgments  of  bail,  affidavits, 
etc,  or  before  a  special  commissioner  appointed  for 
the  purpose. 
Ainoairt^       As  the  sole  object  of  the  security  is  the  attainment 
dwt^^  of  justice  between  the  parties,  the  court  is  bound  so 
^^^      to  r^ulate  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  exact  it,  as 
to  prevent  its  abuse  as  well  as  its  abridgment ;  and, 
as  in  actions  in  pereonam  for  the  recovery  of  unli* 
quidated  damages,  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  libellant, 
by  making  an  exorbitant  demand,  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  give  excessive  bail,  or  submit  to  im- 
prisonment for  want  of  it,  it  is  the  duty  and  the 
practice  of  courts  of  admiralty  to  listen  to  applications 
for  the  reduction  of  the  amount  of  the  bail    So,  too, 
the  sureties,  after  having  been  accepted,  may,  upon 
inquiry,  turn  out  to  have  been  insufficient,  or  they 
may  afterwards  become  so ;  and  in  such  case  the 
party  may,  in  like  manner,  be  called  upon  to  give  new 

(a)  Marriott's  Formulaij,  301 ;  Gierke's  Praxis,  tit  16,  17. 
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8iiratie8(a).  This  practioe  is  accordingly  sanctioned  "^*  ^ 
and  expressly  affirmed  by  role  eiasth  of  tiie  Rules  of 
Admiralty  Practice,  whicli  is  as  follows:  '^ In  all 
smtB  mperwnam,  where  bail  is  talcen,  the  coart 
may,  upon  motion  for  due  cause  shown,  reduce  the 
amoont  of  the  smn  contained  in  the  bond  or  stipu- 
lation therefor;  and  in  cases  where  a  bond  or  * 
stipulation  is  taken  as  bail,  or  upon  dissolving  an ' 
attachment  of  property  as  aforesaid,  if  either  of  the 
sureties  shall  become  insolvent  priding  the  suit,  new 
sureties  may  be  required  by  the  order  of  the  court, 
to  be  given  upon  motion  and  due  proof  thereof  (&)." 
It  will  be  seen,  however,-  that  the  rule  provides  in 
terms  for  the  mitigation  of  bail  only  where  it  has 
already  been  taken,  and  for  new  securities  only  in 
the  case  of  subsequently  occurring  insolvency ;  but 
the  rule  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  restrictive,  and 
extends  in  spirit,  at  least,  to  the  case  of  a  defendant 
maliciously  impnsoned  or  held  in  custody  for  want 
c^  exorbitant  bail  demanded,  and  to  the  case  of 
imposition  or  mistake  leading  to  the  taking  of 
insofficieiit  security  originally. 

The  obligation  entered  into  by  the  sureties  to  sonttM  mi 
pay  the  amount  awarded  against  the  party  for  ^fp^ 
whom  they  have  become  bound, ,/ue^t/m  eohere^  ^^^' 
IS  absolute,  and  cannot  be  discharged  by  the  sur* 
render  of  their  principal((?) ;  nor  is  it  dissolved  by  Jgyj;  **■ 
the  death  of  the  party((Q. 

(a)  Ckrke't  Pnuds,  tit  15, 16. 

(6)  See  Appendix ;  Roles  of  Admiralty  Pnctioe,  Role  ti, 

(c)  2  Bro.  CiT.  and  Ad.  Law,  412. 

(d)  Ibid;  HaD's  Ad.  Pr.,  25,  n. 
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Y^t.  Stipulations  are  enforoed  in  our  cotitts  by  snmr 
S^iir^  mary  process  of  execation(a).  Sucli  is  the  civil 
"^"'^  law  practice,  and  an  express  assent  to  this  effect  is 
inserted  in  the  stipulation.  It  appears  to  be  the 
uniform  practice  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
of  England,  however,  before  issuing  an  attachment 
or  executioi^against  the  parties  to  the  stipulation, 
to  issue  a  monition  citing  them  to  pay  the  amount 
for  which  they  have  become  liable  within  a  certain 
number  of  days* — usually,  as  I  infer,  fifteen.  But 
by  rules  of  long  standing  in  the  courts  for  the  dis- 
tricts composing  the  Firsts  Circuit,  it  is  expressly 
declared,  that  unless  the  sum  decreed  against  the 
principal  shall  be  paid  within  ten  days  after  the 
decree,  in  ca^e  no  appeal  intervene,  the  court  wiU 
direct  execution  immediately  to  issue  of  course 
against  all  the  parties  to  the  stipulation ;  and  in  the 
case  of  The  Virgm(b\  the  ship  having  been  deliv- 
ered to  the  claimant  on  stipulation,  the  Supreme 
Court,  proceeding  to  render  such  decree  as  the 
circuit  court  ought  to  have  rendered,  decreed  that 
the  claimant  pay  into  the  circuit  court  the  sum  at 
which  the  ship  had  been  valued,  with  interest  and 
costs ;  and  unless  he  should  do  so  within  ten  days 
after  the  circuit  court  should  require  the  same  to  be 
done,  that  execution  should  issue  upon  the  stipula- 
tion against  all  the  parties  thereto.  The  words 
^^  after  the  said  circuit  court  shall  require  the  same 
to  be  done,"  are  understood  to  mean  only  after  the 

(a)  See  Appendix;  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice,  Rules  iii.,  it. 
(6)  8  Peters's  R.,  538  (11  Ourtis's  Decis.  S.  C,  208). 
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decree  of  the  Sapreme  Court  should  be  dnly  eutered  ^^^  ^ 
in  the  eircnit  court ;  it  being  by  the  process  of  that 
courtthat  the  decree  was  to  be  enforced.  The  new 
rules  expressly  prescribe  with  respect  to  bonds  or 
stipulations  given  in  smts  mper&anam  (being  silent 
as  to  stipulations  in  suits  m  rem),  that  to  enforce 
the  final  decree  against  the  principal)  '^summary 
process  of  execution  may  and  shall  be  issued  upon 
such  bond  or  stipulation(a)  f  and  the  recent  act  of 
'March  8,  1847,  declares  that  upon  any  bond  or 
stipulation  taken  in  pursuance  of  it,  ^^judgment 
both  against  the  principal  and  sureties  may  be  re^ 
covered  at  the  time  of  rendering  the  decree  in  the 
original  cause.^  The  particular  form  in  which  this 
enactment  is  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  courts, 
is  of  course  to  be  determined  by  judicial  inter- 

unreasonably  be  assumed  to  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  simply  so  stamp  upon  these 
securities  the  character  of  adnoiralty  cautions,  to  be 
summarily  enforced,  as  such,  in  the  accustomed 
modes.  If  so,  the  enactment  may  be  regarded  as 
equivalent  to  a  direction  that  execution  might 
be  awarded  at  once,  without  the  formality  of  a 
previous  suit  or  notice(i).  In  directing,  in  general 
terms,  the  summary  process  of  execution  to  enforce 

(a)  Ai^ndiz;  Rules  iii.,  iv. 

(6)  Congress  saw  fit,  in  authorizing  the  recovery  of  a  judgment^  to 
use  the  language  of  the  common  law ;  and  had  the  act  related  to  com- 
mon law  proceedings,  it  might  hare  been  supposed  to  contemplate  the 
filing  of  a  declaration,  and  the  formal  entering  up  of  a  judgment ;  but 
relating,  as  it  does,  ezclunvely  to  suits  in  the  admiralty,  it  does  not 
require,  and  is  not  supposed  to  %dinit  of  such  a  construction. 
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y<^^  bondft  and  stipulations  taken  in  pniBuanoe  of  the 
rales,  they  are  of  cowse  obligatory ;  but  it  is  left  to 
the  courts,  nevertheless,  by  general  roles,  o^  by 
special  order,  in  particalar  cases,  to  prescribe  the 
time  when  the  execation  shall  issne :  and  the  like 
discretion  is  supposed  to  exist  with  respect  to  the 
securities  to  be  taken  under  {he  recent  act  The 
practice  which  has  long  prevailed  in  the  Firsf^  Ciftuit, 
and  which  was  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  m 
The  Virgin^  of  withholding  the  execution  for  the 
term  of  ten  days,  to  afford  time  to  the  principal  to 
comply  with  the  decree,  or,  if  he  shall  see  fit,  to 
interpose  an  appeal,  seems  to  be  reasonable  and  just ; 
and  when  the  decree  is  rendered  in  the  absence  of 
the  party  to  be  aflfeeted  by  it,  and,  as  it  may  be 
according  to  the  practice  of  our  courts,  and  in  fact 
often  is,  without  notice,  it  would  seem  to  be  proper 
that  the  court  should  require  i£  to  be  served,  and 
that  the  time  allowed  for  obedience  to  its  require- 
ments should  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  service. 
The  admiralty  stipulation  in  England,  as  given  in 
Marriott's  Formulary(a),  extends  in  terms  to  the 
heirs  and  personal  representatives  of  the  stipulator, 
and  is  said  to  bind  executors  and  administrators 
without  mention,  but  not  the  heir ;  and  it  is  held 
not  to  affect  land8(&).  But  by  a  rule  of  the  courts 
for  the  Elrst  Circuit,  the  stipulators  are  required  to 
consent  in  terms,  that  in  case  of  delinquency,  execu- 
tion shall  issue  as  well  against  their  lands  as  against 
their  goods  and  chattels ;  and  in  the  consent  inserted 

(a)  Harriott's  Fonnulary,  273,  et  poitim, 

(b)  I  Bro.  Ciy.  and  Ad.  Law,  361,  n. 
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in  the  stipulations  in  use  in  the  District 'Go^rt  of  ^^^-  ^ 
the  Southern  District  of  New-York,  also,  lands  are 
namftcL  Bat  the  twrnty-Jlret  rule  of  tha  Kules  of 
Admiralty  Practice,  which  prescribes  the  form  of 
final  process,  directs  that  the  writ  of  execution  in 
the  nature  oi  fieri  fadas^  shall  command  the  marshal 
or  his  deputy  to  levy  the  amount  thereof  of  the 
gooflb  aifii  chattels  of  the  defendant,  and  is  silent  as 
to  knds.  The  omission  was  doubtiess  intentional, 
and  should  be  interpreted  as  an  impHed  prohibition 
of  an  admiralty  execution  against  lands,  and  conse- 
quentiy  of  the  practice  just  mentioned  of  exacting 
the  concert  of  the  stipulator  to  the  issuing  of  such 
process. 

The  English  Cornet  of  Admiralty  is  not  a  court  of 
record,  and  has,  on  this  account,  been  held  by  the 
courts  of  common  law  to  be  incompetent  to  take 
recognizances,  which'  are  debts  of  record  entitled  tOv 
priority  of  payment,  and  binding  the  lands  of  the 
cognitor.  These  incidents  were  therefore  denied  to 
stipulations ;  but  the  decisions  of  the  English  com- 
num  law  courts,  relative  to  the  powers  of  the 
court  of  admiralty,  it  may  now  be  safely  asserted, 
are  not  binding  on  the  admiralty  courts  of  thi» 
country ;  and  the  American  courts  are  undoubtedly 
left  at  liberty,  in  the  exercise  of  a  wise  discretion, 
to  depart  in  this  instance,  as  they  have  done  in  many 
others,  from  the  principles  and  usages  which  govern 
the  English  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  to  require  tijb 
stipulator  to  bind  his  land,  or  his  heir,  or  both,  as 
they  may  deem  expedient  Whether  they  have 
power  to  give  to  the  stipulation  the  remaining 
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▼2fi**  attribute  of  a  recognizance — that  of  priority  of 
payment — is  a  question  which,  since  the  power  is 
not  likely  to  be  claimed,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
discuss. 
Mgj^j^  The  party  being  required  by  the  rules  of  admi- 
fymmttM.  pgj^y  practice  to  enter  into  the  stipulation  jointly 
with  his  sureties,  his  separate  stipulation  to  indenmify 
them,  becomes  of  less  consequence  here  than  it  is  in 
England.  Its  chief  value  to  the  sureties  consists 
in  their  right  to  have  it  enforced  at  their  instance 
in  the  admiralty  court,  by  summary  execution, 
instead  of  being  obliged  to  resort  to  an  action  for 
money  paid,  in  the  event  of  their  having  been  obliged 
to  advance  their  own  money  to  satisfy  the  order  or 
decree  of  the  court  against  their  principal  But 
under  our  practice,  the  sureties,  by  withholding 
payment,  might  always  oblige  the  libellant  to  resort 
to  his  execution  against  the  party  jointiy  with 
themselves ;  and,  if  they  were  able  to  point  out  to 
the  marshal  any  property  belon^ng  to  their  princi- 
pal, might  reasonably  expect  it  to  be  taken  in 
preference  to  their  own.  The  rules  are  silent  with 
regard  to  this  form  of  stipulation ;  but  as  a  familiAy 
and  well  established  part  of  the  civil  law  and  general 
admiralty  practice,  no  American  court  of  admindty, 
it  is  believed,  would  hesitate,  upon  the  application 
of  the  sureties,  to  direct  it  to  be  given. 
Jvntory  The  Isst  remark  relative  to  stipulations  for  indem- 

Mipaiatioii.   j^^^  jg  equally  tnw  of  the  juratory  caution  or 

stipulation.  To  deny  the  process  of  the  court 
absolutely  to  a  libellant  apparently  possessing  a  just 
and  valid  right  of  action,  because  he  is  unable  to 
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find  sureties,  would  be  a  denial  of  justice ;  and  to    <>^*^ 
keep  a  defendant  in  prison  during  the  pendency  of 
the  suit,  for  a  like  reason,  whatever  might  be  the 
circmnstances  of  the  case  in  other  respects,  would 
be  oppressive. 

Preparatory  to  entering,  in  the  next  chapter,  2^^^ 
upon  the  considerati6n  of  the  several  forms  of  pro-  ^^S^^J^ 
cess  to  which  the  libellant  may  be  entitled,  it  is 
necessary  briefly  to  advert  to  a  question  which 
presents  itself  at  the  threshold. 

It  has  already  been  stated,  that  in  the  English 
Court  of  Admiralty,  suits  are  commenced  by  the 
iflsue  of  process,  and  that  no  libel  is  filed  until  after 
the  appearance  of  the  adverse  party.  But  it  is 
stated  by  botii  Clbbke  and  Bbowios,  that  when 
the  defendant  or  a  claimant  has  appeared  and  given 
the  bail  required  of  him  to  abide  tiie  decree  of  the 
court^  eta,  his  proctor  is  entitied,  in  the  English 
Admiralty,  to  call  upon  tiie  plaintiff  to  ^  libel  with 
sureties,"  on  pain  of  dismissal  witii  costs;  and 
tiiereupon  the  latter  is  obliged  to  find  sureties  (unless 
he  shows  himself  entitied  to  be  admitted  to  the 
joratory  caution  ) ;  tiie  sureties  being  bound  to  the 
prosecution  of  the  suit,  to  pay  costs  if  the  party 
should  be  defeated  in  the  cause,  and  to  produce  the 
plaintifif  personally  as  often  as  he  may  be  called(a). 
The  chief  object  of  this  security  was  to  insure  the 
payment^  on  the  part  of  tiie  libellant,  of  such  costs 
'  as  might  be  awarded  against  him  in  tiie  event  of 
his  failure  to  maintain  his  suit.    Another  object  was 

(a)  Brown's  Oir.  and  Adm.  Law,  410, 411 ;  Olerke't  Praxis,  tit  11, 
14. 
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y^t.  to  secore  to  the  party  defendant  his  privilege  of 
requiring  the  libellant  to  answer  interrogatories 
from  time  to  time  daring  the  progress  of  the  &\dt(a). 
The  right  to  exact  this  security  seems,  however, 
to  have  been  even  formerly  by  no  means  rigorously 
enforced  in  the  English  admiralty;  for  Gusbjob, 
who  wrote  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  states  that 
<<  although  the  laws  require  that  the  pluntiff  shall 
put  in  security  by  proper  fidejuasores  before  he  por- 
rects  his  libel,  yet  it  is  little  attended  to  in  the 
courts(&).''  And  the  latest  reported  cases  decided 
in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  which  have 
reached  this  country,  show  that  the  practice  of  re- 
quiring such  security  has  become  entirely  obsolete, 
except  in  the  case  of  non-resident  plaintiffii;  and 
one  of  these  late  cases  seems  moreover  to  infer,  that 
it  was  not  until  1842  that  the  practice  was  revived 
even  with  respect  to  foreign  suitors.  In  the  case 
alluded  to,  an  action  had  been  commenced  by  the 
master  of  a  Danish  vessel,  in  behalf  of  the  owners, 
for  damage  alleged  to  have  been  done  to  the  vessel 
by  a  steam  tug  belonging  to  the  port  of  Liverpool ; 
and  the  counsel  for  the  owners  of  the  steam  tug 
moved  the  court  to  decree  security  for  the  costs  of 
the  suit  by  the  master  of  the  Danish  vessel,  she 
"^  being  a  foreign  vessel,  and  the  owners  being 
resident  abroad,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court** 
The  judge,  in  deciding  upon  the  motion,  said,  ^  It 
is  undoubtedly  a  great  hardship  upon  parties  who 
are  resident  in  this  country,  to  be  sued,  where  there 

(a)  Gierke's  Praxis,  tit.,  14.  (6)  Ibi<i,  tit  11,  n. 
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I 

is  no  chance  of  obtaining  an  indemnity  for  the  costs,  ^^^f±  *• 
if  they  shonld  be  snccessfbl  in  the  resnlt  of  the  snit. 
Upon  this  principle  I  am  disposed,  unless  under  parti- 
cular exceptions,  to  require  that  security  for  the  costs 
should  .be  given  in  all  cases  in  which  the  owners  are 
resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  Look* 
ing  to  the  practice  of  other  courts,  I  find  this  rule  • 
to  prevail,  both  in  the  courts  of  common  law  and 
equity."  And  he  accordingly  directed  security  to 
be  given,  in  the  sum  of  JSlOO(a).  A  like  applica- 
tion was  made  in  a  subsequent  case,  which  was 
granted,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  noir 
withstanding  the  objection  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  made  earlier ;  the  court  saying,  however,  that 
such  applications  ought  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  that  in  ordinary  cases 
the  court  would  enforce  the  rule(^). 

The  new  Rules  of  Practice  are  silent  with  respect 
to  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  to  give 
this  security.  It  is  important,  therefore,  to  ascertain 
the  just  claims  of  the  ancient  usage,  if  it  ever  really 
existed,  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England, 
in  this  particular,  to  future  respect  and  observance 
in  our  courts;  and  this  is  the  question  alluded  to 
above,  as  one  requiring  immediate  consideration. 

The  common  law  courts  have  always  exercised 
the  power  of  exacting  security  for  costs  from  the 

• 

(a)  J%e  Sophie^  1  W.  Robinson's  R.,  326. 

(6)  The  Volant^  1  W.  Robinson's  R,  383.  See  also  77^  MinervcHt 
1  Robinson's  R.,  169,  172,  wbere  an  application  for  security  was 
refused ;  Dr.  Lushinoton  saying  that  he  oould  not  make  an  order  of 
security  for  costs,  until  he  sftw  loove  sp^ial  reason  for  so  doing, 

16 
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T^t.    plaintiff  when  justice  required  it,  and  especially  in 
the  case  of  non*resident  plaintifk    To  this  extent  a 
like  power  ought  certainly  to  be  exercised  by  onr 
conrts  of  admiralty;  but  beyond  this,  aside  from 
the  authority  of  precedent,  it  would  be  wrong  for 
them  to  go.    The  injunctions  of  the  process  acts 
of  1789    and   1792,   requiring  them  to  proceed 
according  to  the  course  of  the  civil  law,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  principles,  rules  and  usages  which  belong 
to  the  courts  of  admiralty  as  contradistinguish^ 
from  courts  of  common  law,  are  qualified,  as  we  have 
seen,  by  the  authority  given  to  them  to  make,  by 
rule,  such  ^^  alteratums  and  additions  ^  as  they  ^  shall 
deem  expedient.'^    This  authority  was  undoubtedly 
given  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the  courts 
to  dispense  with  useless  antiquated  forms,  and,  if 
necessary  to  substitute  others  in  their  stead,  better 
adapted  to  our  social  condition  and  the  genius  and 
policy  of  our  institutions,  or  more  conducive  to  the 
ends  of  justice.    This  has  long  since  been  advan- 
tageously done  to  some  extent,  and  the  tendency 
has  constantly  been  to  assimilate  admiralty  proceed- 
ings to  the  more  familiar  forms  of  practice  in  the 
courts  of  common  law  and  chancery.    The  Bules  of 
Admiralty  Practice  contain,  as  we  have  seen,  very 
ample  and  exact  regulations  concerning  the  stipula- 
tions required  of  the  defendant  or  claimant ;  and  if 
the  Supreme  Court  considered  it  indispensable  in, 
any  description  of  cases  that  the  plaintiff  should 
give  security  in  order  to  entitie  him  to  the  process 
of  the  court,  or  to  proceed  on  his  libel,  it  seems  a 
*      little  extraordinary  that  the  rules  contain  no  decla- 
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ration  to  this  eflfect  Not  that  these  rules  were  ^^^-^ 
designed  to  determine  every  point  of  practice,  or  to 
supersede  all  existing  usages;  bnt  the  omission  of 
any  provision  relative  to  a  point  of  so  mnch  impor- 
tance, certainly  affords  strong  presumptive  evidence 
that  the  security  in  question  was  not  deemed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  to  be  indispensable,  and  that  it  was 
intentionally  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  district 
courts. 

The  only  instance  in  which  the  subject  appears 
to  have  been  brought  directly  under  judicial  notice 
in  an  American  court,  is  in  a  case  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Maine. 
It  was  a  libel  in  personam^  against  the  master  of  a 
vessel  for  assault  and  battery,  brought  by  a  young 
slave  who  had  been  sent  from  Guadaloupe  to  this 
country,  as  a  servant  to  the  son  of  his  master.  On 
the  return  of  the  process,  the  counsel  for  the  respon- 
d^it  moved  the  court  for  an  order  requiring  the 
libellant  to  give  the  usual  stipulation  for  costs. 
This  motion  was  denied,  on  the  ground  that  to  grant 
it  would,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  be 
equivalent  to  a  denial  of  justice.  At  the  hearing,  it 
was  again  objected  to  the  libellanf  s  right  to  maintain 
the  action,  that  he  had  not  acquired  a  standing  in 
court,  on  account  of  the  want  of  such  stipulation ; 
and  the  learned  judge,  in  deciding  upon  the  objec- 
tion, expressed  himself  as  follows :  ^^  By  the  rules  of 
this  court,  the  respondent  may  always  call  for  this 
stipulation,  which  the  libellant  is  required  to  give, 
under  the  pain  of  having  his  libel  dismissed ;  and 
this  rule  is  in  conformity  with  the  ancient  practice 
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TOL^t.  Qf  the  adinirality(Cfer^^  Proma^  tit^  11  and  14; 
2  Brownie  Ovo.  and  Adm,  Law^  410).  The  stipu- 
lation ordinarily  required  is  that  with  sureties  or 
fidejussores;  but  this  stipulation  is  never  required  of 
seamen,  as  it  would  seldom  be  in  their  power  to 
obtain  sureties,  on  account  of  tieir  poverty ;  and  to 
exact  it  of  them  would  be  equivalent  to  a  denial  of 
justice.  It  is  said  that  the  ground  on  which  this 
rule  of  court  is  widved  in  favor  of  seamen  is,  that 
they'  are  a  favored  class  in  the  admirality ;  but  the 
true  reason  why  this  rule  is  not  enforced  against 
them,  is  not  because  they  have  a  claim  to  any 
special  favor  in  this  respect,  but  because  they  are 
usually  unable  to  comply  with  it;  and  wherever 
the  same  reason  exists,  the  same  indulgence  is,  by 
the  ordinary  practice  of  admif  ality,  shown  to  others. 
In  all  courts  proceeding  according  to  the  course 
of  the  civil  law,  when  a  party  is  poor,  and  unable 
to  find  fidejussores,  the  court  will  receive  the  jussory 
caution  instead  of  a  stipulation  with  sureties  {Clerks a 
Praxis^  title  5).  The  libellant  in  this  case  is  a  ser- 
vant, a  slave  in  his  own  country,  with  no  other  friend 
or  acquaintance  here,  than  a  minor  whom  he  attends 
in  the  quality  of  a  servant  To  require  him  to 
enter  into  a  stipulation  for  costs  with  sureties,  would 
be  the  same  thing  in  effect  as  saying  that  he  had  no 
right  to  ask  redress  in  this  court.  It  was  on  this 
ground  that  the  motion  of  the  respondent's  counsel 
for  a  stipulation  with  sureties  was  overruled  by  the 
court.  It  is  there  said,  that  it  was  necessary  to  ten- 
der the  jussatory  caution  in  order  to  place  himself 
rect/ae  m  curia.    There  is  some  misunderstanding 
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between  the  opposing  counsel,  whether  this  tender  ^^"^-  *• 
was  made  or  not  In  the  view  which  I  take  of  the 
case,  it  is  immaterial.  The  mle  requiring  a  stipula- 
tion for  costs,  is  a  rule  established  for  the  benefit  of 
the  opposite  party,  which  he  may  waive  as  he  may 
any  other  right ;  and  the  principle  applies  to  this 
as  to  other  cases  quisque  potest  remintia/re  jwre  pro 
se  introducto.  It  is  for  the  party  to  move  for  the 
security,  if  he  wishes  for  it ;  and  if  he  is  silent,  it  is 
considered  as  waived  (a)." 

The  rule  of  practice  supposed  to  be  referred  to  Bniraor  the 
by  the  court  in  the  foregoing  extract,  declares  that  ^^j^ 
^  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  the  court  will  direct 
the  plaintiff  (except  where  the  suit  is  for  the  United 
States),  on  pain  of  dismissing  his  libel,  to  give  a 
stipulation  with  sureties,  to  appear  from  time  to 
time,  and  abide  all  interlocutory  orders  and  decrees, 
as  well  as  the  final  judgment  which  may  be  rendered 
in  the  cause,  in  the  district  court,  or  on  appeal  in  the 
appellate  court ;  and  likewise  to  pay  the  coats  which 

(a)  Pdbfdore  y.  Prince^  Ware's  R.,  402.  This  case  involred  another 
very  interestiDg  question,  which  was  discussed  by  the  learned  judge 
with  hi£  wonted  learning  and  ability.  The  libeUant,  as  stated  in  the 
text,  was  a  tlave  in  the  island  of  Guadaloupe ;  and,  as  such,  was 
ina^HLble  of  appearing  as  a  party  in  a  .French  court  of  justice.  This 
disability,  it  was  insisted  bj  the  counsel  for  the  respondent,  according 
to  the  acknowledged  principles  of  the  jus  gentium,  or  at  least  of 
natioDal  oomity  followed  him  into  whatever  country  he  might  yolun- 
tarily  go  or  be  carried  by  his  master.  But  Judge  Ware  decided,  that 
although  the  ciyil  incapacities  and  disqualifications  by  which  a  person 
is  aflfected  by  the  law  of  his  domicile  are  to  be  regarded  by  the  courts 
of  other  cocmtries  as  to  acts  done  or  rights  acquired  in  the  place  of  his 
domicile,  it  is  otherwise  as  to  acts  done  or  rights  acquired  within 
another  jurisdiction,  where  no  such  disqualifications  exist;  and  he 
held  that  the  libellant  was  competent  to  maintain  his  suit. 
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sliall  be  adjudged  therein  against  him,  if  he  fails  to 
support  the  8ame(a).'' 

The  rules  of  the  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New-Tork  require  the  libellant,  except 
in  suits  for  seamen's  wages  for  services  on  board  of 
American  vessels,  and  in  suits  by  salvors  coming  into 
port  in  possession  of  the  property  libelled,  to  enter 
into  a  stipulation  with  sureties  ^^  for  costs,''  in  suits 
inpersonamy  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and 
in  suits  in  rern^  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars(^). 

The  rules  of  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern 
Distiict  of  New-York  require  security  to  be  given 
in  all  cases  where  the  libellant  is  not  a  resident  of 
the  district,  except  in  suits  for  seamen's  wages,  and 
suits  for  salvage  where  the  salvors  have  come  into 
port  in  possession  of  the  property  libelled ;  and  the 
rules  of  this  court  also  provide  that  even  in  the 
excepted  cases,  and  in  all  cases  where  the  libellant 
is  a  resident  of  the  district,  the  court  will,  in  its 
discretion,  direct  security  to  be  given  on  motion  of 
the  defendant  or  claimant,  on  pain  of  dismissing  the 
libeL  And  it  is  by  these  rules  further  declared  that 
if,  in  any  case,  a  libel  shall  be  filed  in  behalf  of  a  non- 
resident libellant  before  the  required  security  for 


(a)  This  is  Rule  7  of  a  body  of  rules  printed  in  the  appendix  to 
Dunlap's  Admiraltj  Practice,  entitled  ^  Rules  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  First  Circuit,  in  ciyil  causes  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction."  They  relate, ^oweyer,  not  to  proceedings  on 
appeal  to  the  circuit  court,  as  their  title  infers,  but  to  original  suits 
in  the  district  court,  and  are,  in  &ct,  rules  of  the  district  courts  for 
the  districts  composing  the  First  Circuit. 

(6)  Rules  17,  44,  45. 
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costs  and  expenses  shall  have  been  given,  the  pootor  ^^^^  *• 
shall  be  liable  therefor  nntil  such  security  shall  be 
fQnu8hed(a). 

In  what  light  the  subject  is  viewed,  and  what 
regulations,  if  any,  have  been  prescribed  in  regard 
to  it  in  the  other  districts,  I  am  not  apprised. 

(a)  Appendix ;  Rulea  13, 14^  15, 16. 
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CHAPTER  v.. 

MESNE  PROCESS. 

SECTION  L 
Mbshs  Pboobss  ur  Sum  ih  Psbsovam, 

SupPOBiNa  the  libel,  and,  if  the  mles  of  the  court 
require  it,  a  stipulation  in  the  proper  form,  to  have 
been  filed,  the  next  subject  for  consideration  is  the 
process  which  the  libellant  has  thus  entitled  him- 
self to  sue  out(a). 

By  the  second  of  the  Rules  of  Admiralty 
Practice,  it  is  declared  that,  "In  suite  inperaonam^ 
the  mesne  process  may  be  by  a  simple  warrant  of 
arrest  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  in  the  nature 

(a)  At  the  fint  session  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Untted  States, 
it  WIS  ordered  thit  (unless  and  until  it  should  be*  otherwise  proTided 
bj  law)  all  process  of  that  court  should  be  in  the  name  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States ;  and  such  has  ever  since  been  the  style  of 
the  process  of  all  the  national  courts.  And  by  the  first  section  of  the 
process  act  of  1792  (ch.  36 ;  1  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  275),  it  is  enacted  that 
*'  All  writs  and  process  issuing  from  the  Supreme  or  a  drcnit  court, 
shall  bear  test  of  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  (if  that 
office  should  be  yacant)  of  the  associate  Justice  next  in  precedence ; 
and  that  all  writs  and  processes  issuing  from  a  district  courts  shaU 
bear  test  of  the  judge  of  such  court,  or  (if  that  office  shall  beTaca&t) 
of  the  clerk  thereof ;  which  said  writs  and  processes  shall  be  under 
the  seal  of  the  court  from  whence  they  issue,  and  signed  by  the  clerk 
thereof."    This  act  remains  unchanged. 
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of  a  capias ;  or  by  a  warrant  of  arrest  of  the  person  ^^^^^  ^' 
of  the  defendant,  with  a  clanse  therein,  that  if  he 
cannot  be  found,  to  attach  his  goods  and  chattels 
to  the  amount  sued  for,  or  if  such  property  cannot 
be  found,  to  attach  his  credits  and  effects  to  the 
amount  sued  for  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishees 
named  therein;  or,  by  a  simple  monition  in  the 
nature  of  a  summons  to  appear  and  answer  to  the  . 
suit^  as  the  libellant  shall,  in  his  libel  or  information, 
pray  for  or  elect(a).*'  In  determining  what  form  of 
process  he  will  apply  for,  the  libellant  will  of  course 
be  governed  by  the  supposed  exigencies  of  his  case ; 
but  he  must  make  his  election  beforehand,  and 
frame  his  prayer  for  process  in  his  libel  accordingly. 
But  before  proceeding  further  it  is  proper  to  state 
that  in  accordance  with  the  policy  originally  adopted  lami  or 
by  Congress,  and  ever  since  adhered  to,  with  jy^JJie?*" 
respect  to  common  law  proceedings,  the  first  clause 
of  the  foregoing  rule  has;  since  the  first  edition  of 
this  work,  been  modified  by  a  subsequent  rule  so 
fax  as  to  render  it  conformable  to  the  laws  of  the 
several  states  in  which  imprisonment  for  debt  had 
been  or  should  be  abolished.  The  new  rule  is  as 
follows :  "  In  all  suits  in  personam  where  a  simple 
warrant  of  arrest  issues  and  is  executed,  bail  shall 
be  taken  by  the  marshal  and  the  court  in  those  cases 
only  in  which  it  is  required  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  an  arrest  is  made  upon  similar  or  analogous 
process  issuing  from  the  state  courts.  And  imprison- 
ment for  debt,    on    process    issuing    out  of  the 

(a)  Appendix ;  Roles  of  Admiralty  Practice,  Role  ii. 

17 
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T^ii  admiralty  court,  is  abolished  in  all  cases  where,  by 
the  laws  of  the^  state  in  which  the  court  is  held, 
imprisonment  for  debt  has  been  or  shall  be  hereafter 
abolished,  upon  simikr  or  analogous  process  issuing 
from  a  state  court(a).^ 
ISdigSS*  -All  process  is  to  be  drawn  and  signed,  as  well  as 
^'  ^*  sealed,  by  the  clerk ;  and  he  b  bound  to  see  that 
it  is  in  accordance  with  the  libellant's  prayer,  pro- 
vided the  prayer  be  a  proper  one;  and  if  not^ 
process  is  to  be  withheld  until  the  libel  is  amended. 
TMiad  Unless  the  rules  of  the  court  from  which  the 
process  issues  otherwise  direct,  it  may  be  tested  of 
the  day  on  which  it  is  issued,  and  made  returnable 
on  any  future  day. 

Premising  that,  by  the  first  of  the  rules  prescribed 
by  the  Supreme  Court,  it  is  directed  that  "All 
process  shall  be  served  by  the  marshal  or  his  deputy, 
or,  where  he  or  they  are  interested,  by  some  discreet 
and  disinterested  person  appointed  by  the  court,''  I 
propose  to  offer  a  few  observations  upon  each  of 
the  three  several  forms  of  process  here  prescribed, 
without  regard,  for  the  present,  to  the  modifying 
influence  of  the  new  rule  above  recited. 

1.  Warrant  to  arrest  thb  person  of  the  defendant 

ALONE. 

It  may,  in  general,  be  said  that  it  is  at  the  optioa 
of  the  libellant  to  choose  either  of  these  forms,  as 
he  may  see  fit ;  but  his  right  to  sue  out  a  warrant 
of  arrest  is,  by  the  seventh  rule,  subject  to  this 

(a)  Appendix,  Rule  48. 


MESNE  PROCESS.  131 

limitation,  that  "  In  suits  in  personam  no  warrant  ^^^  *• 
of  arrest,  eiiher  of  the  person  or  property  of  the  ^^^ 
defendant,    shall  issue  for  a  sum  exceeding  five  "*^* 
hundred  dollars,  unless  by  the  special  order  of  the 
court,  upon  affidavit  or  other  proper  proof,  show- 
ing the  propriety  thereof.** 

A  general  order  was  made  by  Sir  William  Soott, 
soon  after  he  took  his  seat  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  ^^  That  no  warrant  of  arrest,  either  of 
persons  or  ships,  shall  issue  out  of  the  instance 
court,  without  an  affidavit  of  debt  being  previously 
made  by  the  person  on  whose  behalf  such  warrant 
is  prayed,  or  his  lawful  attorney  (a).**  The  term 
^  debt "  was  doubtless  used  in  its  general  sense  of 
demand,  or  right  of  recovery,  and  includes  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  damages,  as  well  as  suits  for 
the  recovery  of  specific  pecuniary  claims ;  and  the 
term  ^  lawful  attorney  "  is  supposed  to  designate  an 
attorney  in  fact,  under  whose  direction,  in  the 
absence  of  his  principal,  the  suit  is  instituted.  The 
rule  of  the  Supreme  Court,  above  recited,  though 
expressed  in  very  different  language,  probably  was 
not  intended,  aside  from  its  more  limited  scope,  to 
bear  a  construction  essentially  different  In  our 
courts,  no  process  can  issue  until  after  the  libel  has 
been  filed ;  and  as  the  libel  must  necessarily  contain 
a  statement  of  the  supposed  cause  of  action,  if  it  is 
verified  by  oath(&),  that  ought^  it  is  presumed, 
generally  to  be  deemed  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  entitie  the  libel- 
lant  to  the  order  required.    When  the  application 

(a)  Harriott's  Fonnolaiy,  30.         (6)  Vide  Bupra^  p.  77  et  teg. 
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Y€^%.  to  ihe  judge  for  this  purpose  is  founded  on  the  oath 
of  the  party  to  the  truth  of  the  libel,  it  must  of 
course  be  exhibited  to  him  by  the  proctor  before  it 
is  filed,  or  by  the  clerk  afterwards ;  and  so  where 
the  sum  demanded  is  less  than  five  hundred  dollars, 
when  by  the  rules  of  the  particular  court  a  previous 
order  for  process  is  required. 

The  defendant  is  to  be  arrested  in  virtue  of  the 
warrant,  in  the  usual  mode  of  making  arrests  of  the 

^rranot.  p^i*8oi^ ;  A^d  it  IB  the  duty  of  the  marshal  to  inform 
him  of  the  cause  of  the  arrest,  and  to  exhibit  to 
him  the  warrant  The  marshal,  on  making  the 
arrest,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  last  preceding  chapter, 

MUobe  jg  authorized  to  take  bail,  with  sufficient  sureties, 
fix)m  the  party  arrested,  by  bond  or  stipulation, 
upon  condition  that  he  will  appear  in  the  suit,  and 
abide  by  all  orders  of  the  court,  interlocutory  or 
final  in  the  cause,  and  pay  the  money  awarded  by 
the  final  decree  rendered  therein,  in  the  court  to 
which  the  process  is  returnable,  or  in  any  appellate 
court. 

The  important  changes  in  the  antecedent  prao* 
tice  introduced  by  this  role,  have  already  beea 
noticed  and  explained  in  treating  generally  of  the 
admiralty  stipulation(a).  Notwithstanding  the  po- 
tential form  of  its  direction  to  the  marshal  —  ^  may 
take  bail,"  etc. — this  rule  is  doubtless  so  far  impera- 
tive as  to  impose  on  him  the  duty  of  detaining  fhe 
defendant  in  safe  custody,  or  committing  him  to 
prison  untU  he  procures  bail  or  is  liberated  by  order 

(a)  Vide  awpra^  p.  88. 
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of  the  court(a).  K  the  marshal  takes  bail  in  the  ^^'  ^ 
form  of  a  bond  (assuming  that  he  has  a  right  to  do 
so),  it  is  his  duty  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  suflSciency 
of  the  sureties ;  and  for  wilfbl  or  gross  negligence 
in  this  respect,  he  would  doubtless  be  responsible 
to  the  libellant(^).  If  a  stipulation  is  to  be  taken, 
the  marshal  is  to  go  with  the  defendant,  for  that 
purpose,  to  the  court  if  in  session,  to  the  judge  at 
chambers,  or  to  a  standing  commissioner  of  the 
court  to  take  acknowledgments  of  bail,  affidavits 
and  depositions,  etc.,  or  to  a  special  commissioner 
appointed  by  the  court  to  act  in  the  particular  case. 

When  a  bond  is  taken,  it  may  properly,  it  is  AnKNmtta 
supposed,  as  is  usual  in  actions  in  law,  be  taken  in  ^^ 
double  the  sum  for  which  the  action  is  brought.    In 
the  stipulation,  it  is  usual  to  insert  the  sum  claimed 
by  the  libellant,  with  the  addition  thereto  of  a  sum 
(commonly  one  hundred  dollars)  sufficient  to  answer 
the  costs.    The  security,  whether  in  the  one  or  in  the  to  be  in  tiM 
other  form,  is  to  the  libellant  by  name.    The  bond  is  MbtUttt, 

TVk  Imi  tv% 

to  be  delivered  to  the  marshal,  and  by  him  trans-  ^^y>^ 

'  '^  derk  of  tbe 

mitted  to  the  clerk  of  the  courts  together  with  the  ~^ 
warrant  with  his  return  thereon  endorsed* 

When  a  stipulation  is  taken  by  a  commissioner, 
he  is  bound  to  transmit  it ;  but,  it  is  supposed,  he 
may  without  impropriety  deliver  it  to  the  marshal 

(a)  Am  to  the  aathoritj  of  the  oonrt  in  yirtae  of  the  twenty-fifth 
role,  when  no  bul  has  been  giyen  and  no  prppertj  attached,  to  liberate 
the  defendant  on  his  giving  a  stipulation  for  costs  and  expenses  onlj, 
vide  mproy  p.  92  «<  ieq. 

{b)  Glerke^s  Praxis,  tit.  4,  where  it  is  said  that  the  officer  is  liable 
if  the  defendant  does  not  appear. 
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88  a  suitable  agent  for  thig  purpose.  In  the  Englisli 
admiralty,  the  commissioner,  in  addition  to  his 
certificate  at  the  foot  of  the  stipulation,  thc^t  it  was 
^^  taken  and  acknowledged^  before  him,  annexes  to 
it  a  formal  and  fall  certificate  of  the  proceeding 
before  him,  addressed  to  the  jndge  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty. 

The  commissioner  has  authority,  and,  if  there  be 
ground  for  doubt,  it  is  his  duty  to  require  the  oath, 
of  the  sureties  to  their  sufficiency.  In  the  English 
admiralty  one  surety  is  sometimes  taken,  provided 
he  is  worth  double  the  amount  of  the  required  sum. 
When  two  or  more  sm*eties  are  offered,  each  of  them 
must  be  able  to  justify  in  the  sum  for  which  the 
stipulation  is  to  be  given,  or  all  of  them  collectively 
in  double  the  amount  The  Rules  of  Admiralty 
Practice  speak  uniformly  of  euretiea  ;  but  this  will 
probably  not  be  regarded  as  an  implied  inhibition, 
under  all  circumstances,  of  the  acceptance  of  one(e7). 

The  return  of  the  marshal  or  his  deputy  to  this 
form  of  process,  must,  of  course,  be  according  to  the 
fact :  as  that  the  defendant  is  not  found  within  his 
district,  or  that  he  has  arrested  him,  and  has  his  body 
here  present  in  custody,  or  that  he  has  arrested  him 
and  taken  bail  from  him  with  sufficient  sureties  by 
bond  (or  by  stipulation,  as  the  fact  may  be),  iu  due 


(a)  See  Marriott's  Formulary,  pasrinu  In  EnglaacI,  the  commiB- 
sioner  is  expressly  authorised  by  his  commission,  on  taking  the 
stipulation  for  the  defendant  or  claimant,  to  release  the  person  or 
property  fi:x>m  arrest ;  and,  in  his  certificate,  he  states  that  he  has  done 
so.  It  is  probably  done  by  a  formal  order,  to  that  effect^  to  the 
maraluiL 
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fona  of  law,  which  bond  (or  stipulation)  is  herewith   ^°^-  *• 
returned. 

Bat  it  is  necessary  now  to  revert^  momentarily,  to 
the  rule  of  December  Term,  1850,  mentioned  at  the 
b^inning  of  this  chapter. 

This  rule,  it  will  be  observed,  extends  as  weH  to 
final  as  to  mesne  process.  In  the  districts  comprised 
within  the  states  where  imprisonment  for  debt  has 
been  abolished  by  law,  the  change  introduced  by  it 
is  highly  important  To  ascertain  the  precise  extent 
of  this  change  in  any  particular  district,  recourse 
must  be  had  to  the  state  law.  Thus,  for  example, 
in  the  districts  of  New-Tork,  in  which  the  state 
statute,  after  forbidding  the  arrest  of  any  person  in 
civil  action,  except  as  therein  prescribed,  proceeds 
to  specify  the  cases  in  which  the  defendant  may  be 
arrested,  the  question  in  any  given  case  in  admiralty 
will  be  whether  it  is  one  of  those  designated  in  the  act. 

It  was  not,  however,  I  imagine,  intended  by  the 
new  rule  to  require  the  courts  of  admiralty  to  follow 
the  direction  of  the  state  laws  regulating  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  hold  the  defendant  to 
baoL  Forexunple:  the  statute  of  New-Tork  enjoins 
.it  upon  the  judge,  to  whom  application  is  made  for 
the  required  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant^ 
to  exact  a  written  promise  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tifl^  with  or  without  sureties,  to  pay  all  costs  that 
may  be  awarded  to  the  defendant,  together  with  all 
damages  he  may  suirtain  by  reason  of  the  arrest 
Now,  although  it  may  be  proper  for  the  courts  of 
admiralty  to  exact  the  like  security  of  the  libellant 
in  the  form  of  an  admiralty  stipulation — a  practice, 
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YOU  1.  a3  ^0  hhve  seen  in  the  last  chapter,  by  no  means 
new  in  a  court  of  admiralty — yet  the  state  law  is 
not  supposed  to  be,  by  the  new  rule,  rendered 
obligatory  in  this  respect.  The  rule  simply  adopts 
the  principle  of  partial  exemption  from  arrest,  as 
defined  by  the  laws  of  the  several  states  where  it 
prevails,  leaving  the  national  courts  to  follow  the 
dictates  of  their  own  judgments  as  to  the  most 
suitable  modes  of  carrying  it  into  effect  In  the 
districts  where  the  rule  is  operative,  to  warrant  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant,  in  any  case,  whether  of 
contract  or  of  tort,  there  must,  of  course,  be  a  judge's 
order,  founded  on  an  oath,  showing  the  case  to  be 
within  the  purview  of  the  state  law.  But,  as  we 
have  seen,  an  affidavit  and  order  were  previously 
required  as  a  pre-requisite  to  the  issue  of  a  warrant 
of  aiTest  for  a  sum  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars, 
and  the  effect  of  the  new  rule  will  be  to  extend  this 
pre-requisite  to  all  cases,  without  regard  to  amount, 
in  which,  by  the  state  law,  the  right  of  arrest  exists. 

2.  WaBEAMT  to  ARRBBT  THS  PSB80N  OF  THB  DBFSNDANT,  WITH  ▲ 
CLAUSE,  ir  HI  CANNOT  BE  FOUKD,  TO  ATTACH. HIS  OOODS  AHB 
CHATTELS  ;  OB,  UT  NONE  CAN  BE  FOUNI),  TO  ATTACH  HIS  CBSDIIB 
AND  EFFECTS  IN  THE  HANDS  OF  THIRD  FEB80NS(a). 

This,  it  will  be  perceived,  is  a  threefold  and  highly 
effective  form  of  process.  The  admissibility  of  the 
attachment  as  an  authorized  form  of  civil  law  and 
admiralty  procedure  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 

(a)  This  latter  clause  is  denominated  %  foreign  attachment;  tbat 
against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  simply  an  attachment. 


roll*. 
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an 'appearance  by  the  defendant,  or  rather,  virtually,   *'^-  »• 
.8  a  mode  of  instituting  an  admiralty  suit,  when  the 
defendant  could  not  be  found,  was  first  established  .  .,_  , 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  J^w 
case  of  Mawro  v.  Almeid(i{a\  in  which  its  regularity 
and  propriety  were  vindicated  in  an  elaborate  opinion 
delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Johnbok(A).    It  was  con- 
ceded, however,  that  according  to  the  civil   law 

(a)  10  Wheaton'8  B.,  473  (6  Gortis's  Decu;  S.  C,  485). 

(6)  Mr.  Justice  Johnson  mentions  the  remark  of  an  English  writer, 
whom  he  does  not  name,  that  this  form  of  process  is  no  longer  in  use 
in  England.  He  doubtless  refers  to  the  following  passage  in  Browne's 
Civ.  and  Adm.  Law  (yol.  2,  pp.  434,  435),  relative  to  the  action  m 
personam  in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty :  '^  Let  us,  lastly,  suppose 
tiiat  the  person  against  whom  a  warrant  has  issued  cannot  be  found, 
or  that  he  lives  in  a  foreign  country;  here  the  ancient  proceedings  of 
the  admiralty  court  provided  an  easy  and  salutary  remedy,  though, 
according  to  Huberus,  not  authorized  by  the  example  of  the  civil  law. 
They  were  analogous  to  the  proceedings  by  foreign  attachment,  under 
the  charters  of  the  cities  of  ix>ndon  and  Dublin.  The  goods  of  the 
party  were  attached,  to  cempel  his  appearance.  By  this  means,  if  a' 
foreigner  owed  money  in  England,  and  any  ship  of  his  came  into  a 
British  harbor,  or  any  goods  of  his  were  found  in  these  realms^  they 
were  seized  by  his  creditors ;  and  by  this  means  the  English  creditor 
had  an  easy  remedy  for  his  debt,  and  the  foreign  merchant  acquired 
more  credit  in  England,  when  it  was  so  easy  to  find  a  remedy  agunst 
him:  for  this  process  of  attachment  of  goods  went  not  only  against 
those  in  the  actual  possession  of  himself,  his  factors  or  agents,  but 
also  against  those  in  the  hands  of  his  debtors ;  since  the  maxim,  taken 
from  Justinian's  Code,  was  debitor  crediioris  est  debitor  creditori 
ereditoris.  This  salutary  proceeding  has  in  latter  times  gone  into 
disuse  in  England,  and  great  is  the  mischief  accruing  to  commerce 
finom  the  want  of  it.  It  still  prevails  in  many  parts  of  Europe,  and 
giTeg  to  foreigners  an  evident  advantage." 

It  was  probably  under  these  views  of  the  great  utility  of  the  process 
of  attachment,  that  the  Supreme  Court  thought  proper  not  only  to 
adopt  it,  but  to  increase  its  efficiency  by  directing  its  incorporation,  in 
the  first  iostanoe,  with  the  warrant  of  arrest. 

18 
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T^i.    praeticey  it  did  not  iasae  as  of  oonrse,  nor  in  the&sk 
instance,  but  only  by  order  of  the  court  for  conta* 
macy  after  monition  and  the  £ulure  of  the  defendant 
to  appear ;  but  the  Supreme  Court,  referring  to  the 
practice  known  to  have  prevailed  to  some  extent 
at  leasts  in  this  country,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
attachment  nught  be  issued  simultaneously  with 
the  monition,  an  express  order  for  that  purpose 
^ving  first  been  obtained.    And,  although  the 
primary  object  of  the  attachment  was  considered 
to  be  to  compel  the  defendant  to  appear,  it  was 
nevertheless  held  that  the  District  Court  n^ight 
lawfully  proceed,  without  such  appearance,  to  adju- 
dicate upon  the  rights  of  the  libellant ;  and  having, 
for  sufficient  cause  shown,  made  a  decree  in  his  favor, 
might  subject  the  property  attached  to  condemnation 
and  sale,  in  satis&ction  of  the  decree. 
SrSkMt  cS      Such  is  the  form  of  procedure  by  attachment  as 
"-'^•'    indicated    by  the  second  rule,  and  as  correctly 
described,  according  thereto,  in  the  first  edition  of 
this  work.    Being  in  itself  convenient  and  adapted 
to  all  cases^  there  was  no  necessity  for  inquiring 
whether  the  prescribed  mode  of  resort  to  this  remedy 
was  designed,  according  to  the  maxim  eapreaaio 
vmue  exduaio  eet  aUeriua^  to  forbid  the  use  of  other 
modes  sanctioned  by  previous  usage.    But  the  new 
rule  mentioned  under  the  last  preceding  head  may 
render  this  a  question  of  considerable  importance, 
though  it  may  not  be  one  of  much  difficulty ;  for  if 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  second  rule  is  to  be 
taken  as  exclusive,  and  if,  according  to  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  new  rule,  it  is  to  be  considered 
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M  forbidding  by  implication,  as  the  seventh  mle  <"^'^ 
does  in  terms,  the  issne  of  the  warrant  of  arrest 
except  in  cases  where  it  may  be  lawfully  executed 
as  such,  the  result  will  be  that  the  right  to  resort  to 
an  attachment  has  also  become  limited  to  the  like 
extent.  But  such  a  consequence  can  hardly  be  sup« 
posed  to  have  been  actually  intended,  and  it  may 
reasonably  be  expected  that  the  rules  in  question 
will,  if  possible,  be  so  interpreted  by  the  courts  as 
to  avoid  it  To  permit  the  warrant  of  arrest  still 
to  issue  as  a  mere  vehicle  for  the  attachment  clause, 
in  a  case  where  the  right  to  arrest  the  person  of  the 
defendant  no  longer  exists,  might  savor  of  evasion ; 
but  no  valid  objection  is  perceived  to  considering  the 
right  to  issue  an  attachment^  in  connection  with  a 
monition  (a)  which  unquestionably  existed  prior  to 
the  promulgation  of  the  rules  of  admiralty  proce- 
dnre,  as  Blffl  sabfflsfcmg  iinimpaiwd  by  the  aecond  rde. 
This  decision  was  pronounced  in  1825,  and  has 
cdnce  famished  the  only  authoritative  rule  upon  the 

(a)  Or  even  ekme,  when  the  owner  of  the  property  ie  shown  to  have 
abeoonded  or  not  to  be  within  the  district.  Monro  ▼.  Mmeida^  10 
Wheaton's  R.,  473;  dark  ▼.  The  N.  /.  Steam  Navigation  Cb.,  1 
Story's  R,  513.  But  In  WOton  ▼.  Pierce  (5  M.  Law  Bep.,  137), 
dedded  In  the  District  Court  of  Oalifomia,  it  was  held  by  Judge 
HomiAHy  after  a  full  and  able  reyiew  of  the  anthorities  on  the 
sabjeeti  that  the  proyision  oontuned  in  the  11th  section  of  the 
Jndidaiy  Act  of  1789,  ordahung  that  no  dyi]  suit  shall  be  brought 
bofBfe  a  cireoit  or  district  court  of  the  United  States  against  an 
inhabitaot  of  the  United  States  by  any  original  process,  in  any 
other  district  than  that  wherepf  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he 
AaH  be  found  at  the  time  of  serving  the  writ,  embraces  suits  in  admi- 
ralty as  well  as  at  common  kw,  and  forbids  the  institution  of  a  suit 
by  libel  and  process  of  attadunent  against  the  propertgr  of  a  person 
who  is  a  dtlien  of  another  state,  and  at  the  time  domidled  therein. 
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subject  until  the  promulgation  of  the  Rules  of 
How  modi-  Admiralty  Practice.    Accordingr  to  the  second  rule, 
already  recited,  the  attachment  is  not  to  be  issued 
as  a  separate  writ  necessarily  preceded  or  accom- 
panied by  a  monition,  but  is  to  be  incorporated,  in 
an  alternative  form,  with  a  warrant  of  arrest  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant ;  and  it  now  issues  as 
of  ^course,  for  sums  not  exceeding  five  hundred 
dollars,  a  previous  order  being  still  necessary  when 
the  suit  is  for  a  larger  sum.    This  order  is  to  be 
founded,  as  we  have  seen,  ^'upon  affidavit  or  other 
proper  proof  showing  the  propriety  thereof;''  but 
as  the  attachment  clause  is  to  be  executed  only  when 
the  defendant  cannot  be  found,  and  as  the  seizure  of 
his  property  is  then  only  substituted  in  place  of  a 
personal  arrest,  it  is  presumed,  if  the  libellant  shows 
himself  entitled  to  a  warrant  of  arrest,  that  he  will 
also  be  entitled  to  the  attachment  clause,  if  it  be 
his  wish  to  have  it  inserted.    The  marshal,  in  exe- 
cuting the  writ,  is  bound  to  observe  the  order 
therein  prescribed,  and  has  no  right  to  arrest  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  when  he  has  it 
in  his  power  to  arrest  his  person ;  nor  to  attach  his 
credits  or  effects  in  the  hands  of  granishees,  when 
he  can  find  sufficient  goods  and^  chattels  in  the 
defendant's  own  actual  or  constructive  possession. 
Dntyoftiio      Thc  rulc  Is  supposcd  to  contemplate  a  general 
Mlf*oKS2to  command  to  the  marshal  to  take  the  goods  and 
ofdeftndui.  ^iji^ttgig  ^f  tji3  defendant  without  specifying  them. 

The  duty  of  the  marshal,  under  this  mandate,  is 

*     therefore  analogous  to  that  of  a  sheriff  under  a  writ 

of  fieri  fiaciaSj  to  search  out  and  levy  upon  the 
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goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant ;  but  the  pro-  ^^^'  •^ 
perty,  in  this  case,  is  taken  in  lien  of  the  person,  for 
the  purpose  of  compelling  the  defendant  to  appear 
and  give  bail^  or  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to  do  so, 
to  be  held  ad  a  pledge  for  the  satisfaction  of  the 
libellant's  debt  or  damages.  It  is  therefore  to  be 
kept  safely  by  the  marshal,  pending  the  snit,  or 
until  the  defendant  shall  give  the  required  security, 
and  obtain  an  order  for  the  dissolution  of  the 
attachment.  X 

In  the  case  of  Monro  v.  Almeida^  above  cited,  it 
was  held,  though  apparently  with  some  hesitation, 
not  to  be  indispensably  necessary  to  specify  in  the 
writ  the  particular  credits  and  effects  of  the  defen- 
dant to  be  attached,  but  that  a  command,  in  general 
terms,  to  attach  his  credits  and  effects  in  whosesoever 
hands,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  they 
might  be  found,  was  sufficient.  But  the  second  g^J^ISd 
rule,  as  we  have  seen,  very  properly  requires  the  JUJll*^*^ 
garnishees  to  be  named.  It  is  upon  such  persons  as 
are  named  in  the  process  as  garnishees  only,  there- 
fore, that  the  service  is  to  be  made.  The  term 
"credits"  embraces  all  debts  owiuff  to  the  defen-  wtoiweto 

^^  o  l)e  deemed 

dant  The  term  "effects"  is  ordinarily  one  of  SSJJ?."'* 
comprehensive  import,  but  being  here  used  in 
contradistinction  to  "  goods  and  chattels,"  may  be 
supposed  to  refer  more  especially  to  kinds  of  pro- 
property  not  strictly  fSedling  within  the  scope  of  the 
other  terms  employed,  and  not  properly  susceptible 
of  manual  seizure ;  such,  for  example,  as  shares  in 
the  stock  of  corporate  companies,  money  in  the 
hands  of  a  sheriff  or  of  an  agent^  or  the  Ifte.    The 
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T^t.  foreign  attadunent  danse,  whicli  shotild  contain  a 
monition  to  the  person  therein  named  to  show  cause 
on  oath  why  he  shonld  not  be  held  to  pay  over  the 
amonnt  for  which  he  is  supposed  to  be  chargeable, 

iSSSJt  ^  answer  the  exigencies  of  the  snit^  may  be  pro- 
"^  perly  served  by  the  exhibition  of  the  warrant,  and 
the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  it  to  the  gamisbee;  or, 
in  case  of  his  absence,  by  leaving  a  copy,  to  be 
delivered  to  him,  with  some  suitable  person  at  his 
nsual  place  of  residence  or  of  business.  This  is  the 
only  form  in  which,  in  general,  the  service  could 
well  be  made,  and  seems  to  be  the  mode  contem- 
plated by  the  thirty-aeoenffi  rule,  by  which  it  is 

^'i;^  ordidned  that  ^  In  cases  of  foreign  attachment,  the 
garnishee  shall  be  required  to  answer  on  oath  or 
solemn  affirmation,  as  to  the  debts,  credits  or  effects 
of  the  defendant  in  his  hands,  and  to  such  interroga- 
tories touching  the  same  as  may  be  propounded  by 
the  libellant ;  and  if  he  shall  refuse  or  negiect  so  to 
do,  the  court  may  award  compulsory  process  in 
personam  against  him.  If  he  admit  any  debts, 
credits  or  effects,  the  same  shall  be  held  in  his  hands 
liable  to  answer  the  exigency  of  the  suit^  The 
proper  time  for  the  garnishee  to  answer,  is  on  the 
return  day  of  the  process.  The  rule,  it  will  be 
observed,  makes  no  provision  for  the  delivery  over 
to  the  marshal,  or  to  the  court,  of  any  moneys  or 
other  property,  by  the  garnishee;  nor  for  any 
further  proceedings  against  him  m  case  he  denies 
that  he  owes  the  defendant,  or  has  any  effects 
belonging  to  him,  in  his  hands.  The  foreiga 
attachment  was  formerly  in  use  in  the  Englisli 
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admiralty;  and  it  is  stated  by  Glbbxb,  that  if  tlie  ^^i^  ^ 
gamiflhee  ^  make  oath  upon  the  Holy  Evangelists  of 
the  troth  of  his  allegations  [thai  he  had  not  any 
goods  or  debts  belonging  to  the  defendant],  he  is  to 
he  dismissed,  and  all  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  are  to 
no  purpose.  But  with  this  proviso,  that  if  the 
plaintiff,  before  the  oath  is  administered,  be  willing 
to  all^  and  take  upon  himself  the  burthen  of 
proving  that  the  person  has  goods,  or  debts,  etc.,  he 
is  admitted  to  do  so ;  and  if  he  make  out  his  proof, 
he  should  recover  them  with  coGtB(a).^  This  writer 
states,  also,  that  the  garnishee  is  required  in  such 
case  to  give  security  to  abide  the  sentence  and  pay 
costB(J).  Whether  the  thirty-eeventh  rule,  above 
recited,  leaves  to  the  libellant  the  privilege  of  con- 
testing the  truth  of  the  garnishee's  answer,  is  a 
question,  like  many  others,  which  is  not  difficult  to 
foresee  may  arise  out  of  a  resort  to  this  form  of 
process,  and  upon  which  it  would  be  indiscreet  to 
hazard  an  opinion. 

The  marshal  is  to  return,  according  to  the  &ct,  £^^^ 
that  he  has  arrested  the  defendant  and  has  him  in 
custody,  or  has  taken  baU,  as  in  the  case  of  a  simple 
warrant  of  arrest ;  or  that  the  defendant  is  not  found 
within  his  district,  and  that  he  has  therefore  arrested 
his  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit  [specifying  them], 
and  has  them  in  safe  custody ;  or  that  the  defendant 
is  not  found,  and  has  no  goods  and  chattels  within 
the  district ;  and  that  he  has  therefore  attached  his 
credits  and  effBcts  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee 

(a)  Glerko's  Pnuds,  tit  94;  HaU's  Adm.  Pnctioe,  71.    (6)  n>id. 
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TOT^t.  named  ia  the  warranty  by  showing  the  warrant  and 
delivering  a  copy  of  it  to  him,  or  by  leaving  a  oopy 
thereof  for  him  at  his  nsnal  place  of  abode  with 
some  person  of  suitable  age,  he  being  absent.  K 
there  are  several  garnishees,  not  partners,  the  mode 
of  service  on  each  should  be  stated. 
tfttS!^  It  may  well  happen  that  the  defendant,  after  the 
gtving  M. . .  arrest  of  his  property,  may  desire  to  repossess 
himself  of  it,  and,  and  for  this  purpose,  may  be 
willing  to  give  the  security  which  would  have  been 
required  of  him,  had  he  been  personally  arrested. 
Ss  contingent  is  provided  for  by  the/W^  role, 
as  follows :  "  In  all  suits  in  peraonom,^  where  goods 
and  chattels,  or  credits  and  effects  are  attached 
under  such  warrant  authorizing  the  same,  the  attach- 
ment may  be  dissolved  by  the  order  of  the  court  to 
which  the  same  warrant  is  returnable,  upon  the 
defendant,  whose  property  is  so  attached,  giving  a 
bond  or  stipulation  with  sufficient  sureties  to  abide 
all  orders,  interlocutory  or  final,  of  the  court,  and 
pay  the  amount  awarded  by  the  final  decree  ren- 
dered in  the  court  to  which  the  process  is  returnable, 
^^iiarfto«  or  in  any  appellate  court"  An  **  order  of  the  court " 
^e  by  bemg  necessary  for  the  dissolution  of  the  attachment, 
an  application  to  the  court  is,  of  course,  necessary 
for  this  purpose.  It  may,  however,  be  made  at  any 
time,  and  should  be  made  by  petition,  briefly  stating 
the  fact  of  the  arrest  of  the  property,  either  describing 
it,  or  referring  to  the  marshal's  certificate  of  the 
execution  of  the  process,  and  showing  the  compliance 
of  the  applicant,  or  his  readiness  to  comply  with  the 
conditions  prescribed  in  the  role  as  to  security,  and 
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naming  his  sureties.    The  rale  is  silent  as  to  the   ™;^'^- 


WhettMT 


neoeBsity  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  application  nou ee  or  um 
to  dissolve  the  attachment ;  and  nnless  the  rules  of  toneoMwry. 
the  court  to  which  it  is  to  be  made  require  a  notice, 
the  application  may,  it  is  supposed,  be  made  ex  parte; 
the  party  producing  his  sureties  before  the  court, 
ready  to  enter  into  the  required  bond  or  stipulation, 
or  offering  a  bond  duly  executed,  or  a  stipulatioa  -.. 
already  catered  into  before  a  commissioner,  and  satis- 
fying the  court  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  of  the 
Bofficiency  of  his.  sureties.    According  to  the  phrase- 
ology of  the  rule,  ^the  attachment  may  be  dUeol/oed 
by  order  of  the  courf    Probably,  under  this  rule,  SSfSiw  * 
it  is  sufficient  for  the  defendant,  having  obtained  the  •***^- 
order,  to  serve  a  certified  copy  of  it  on  the  marshal ; 
but  the  more  formal  and  regular  practice  would  be  to 
sue  out  a  writ  of  supersedeas.    Such  is  the  practice  ^Ul^ 
of  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty  in  analogous 
case8(a).    The  marshal  having  previously  returned 
the  attachment  with  hi9  certificate  of  the  arrest  of 
the  property,  and  having  thus  made  himself  respon- 
sible for  it,  ought  strictly  to  have  the  like  authority 
to  release  it,  and  the  like  opportunity  to  make  an 
official  return  of  the  manner  in  which  he  had 
disposed  of  it. 

The  terUk  rule  contains  a  provision  relative  to  the  JJj;^^,^, 
sale  of  perishable  property,  the  terms  of  which  are.  '*"*^'* 
supposed  to  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace 
property  under  arrest  in  virtue  of  this  form  of 
process.    It  is  as  follows :  ^*  In  all  cases  where  any 
goods  or  other  things  are  arrested,  if  the  same  are 

(a)  Mtrriott's  Formulary,  355. 
19 
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T^t.  perishable,  or  are  liable  to  deterioration,  decay  or 
injury,  by  being  detained  in  custody  pending  the 
suit,  the  court  may,  upon  the  application  of  either 
party,  in  ite  discretion  order  the  same,  or  so  much 
thereof  to  be  sold,  as  shall  be  perishable  or  liable 
io  depreciation,  decay  or  injury,  and  the  proceeds, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be  a  full  security  to  satisfy 
the  decree,  to  be  brought  into  court,  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  suit(a)."  The  application,  it  will  be 
seen,  may  be  made  by  either  party ;  and  unless  the 
opposite  party  is  present  in  court  when  the  petition 
is  presented,  a  copy  of  it,  with  reasonable  notice  of 
the  application,  ought  to  be  8eryed(d). 

3.  Monition. 

The  .remaining  form  of  mesne  process  prescribed 
by  the  second  rule  above  recited,  is  the  "  simple 
monition  in  the  nature  of  a  summons  to  appear  and 
answer  to  the  suit.'' 

The  object  of  the  first  process  in  a  suit  being  to 
bring  the  defendant  under  the  actual  cognizance  and 
power  of  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it 
to  dispense  justice  to  the  plainti^  the  process,  in 
order  to  render  it  effective  for  this  object,  must  be 

(a)  The  remaining  part  of  this  rule  relates  exclusively  to  suite  in 
rem,  and  will  be  noticed  in  the  next  section. 

(b)  The  67th  rule  of  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern  District 
of  New-Tork  contains  minute  and  exact  proyisions  relative  to  the 
sale  of  perishable  property  in  cases  of  municipal  seizure ;  and  by 
a  late  rule  of  that  court,  these  provisions  are  extended  to  cases  of 
admiralty  jurisdiction  arising  under  the  act  of  February  26, 1845,  chap. 
20.  See  Appendix ;  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  District  Court  ibr  the 
Northern  District  of  New-Tork,  in  cases  of  admiralty  jurisdiction. 
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served.  In  regard  to  the  forms  of  process  above  <3JiAr.6. 
treated  of,  there  is  little  room  for  controversy  or  ^ 
doabt  as  to  what  constitntes  a  sufficient  service ;  bnt 
with  respect  to  the  monition,  the  question  is  not  so 
clear.  It  is  a  summons,  citation  or  notice(a).  Its 
name  and  its  object  both  imply  the  necessity  of  its 
being  brought  to  the  ^owledge  of  the  defendant ; 
bat  the  only  certain  mode  of  doing  this  is  by  a  per- 
sonal service ;  and  the  question  is  whether  any,  and, 
if  any,  what  other  mode  of  service  is  sufficient. 
Judge  Betis,  in  lus  summary  of  the  admiralty 
practice  of  the  District  Court  of  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New-York,  lays  down  the  law  upon  the 
point  as  follows :  The  "  citation  is  served  by  reading 
or  stating  its  contents  to  the  defendant  and  showing 
it  him,  when  requested.  A  copy  of  the  citation 
should  also  be  left  with  hinu  A  dtation  may  also 
be  served,  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  defendant's  usual 
residence  or  place  of  business.  It  should  be  deli- 
vered to  some  person,  if  any  is  found  there,  with 
instructions  to  give  it  the  party;  but  when  no 
person  competent  to  receive  it  is  found,  the  copy 
should  be  left;  so  as  to  afford  the  greatest  probability 
of  its  reaching  the  party,  and  the  return  should  state 
the  mode  of  service(i)."  No  authority  or  rule  of 
court  upon  the  subject  is  cited  by  the  learned 
author,  and  the  reader  is  therefore  left  to  infer  that 
nothing  more  is  intended  than  to  state  his  own 

(a)  In  form^lioweyer,  it  ib  a  command  to  the  manBhal  to  cite  and 
admonish  the  defendant  to  appear  and. answer,  and  not  a  summons 
addressed  to  the  party. 

(b)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  33. 
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YGL^t.    apprehension  of  the  law,  or,  at  most,  to  lay  down 
the  actual  practice  of  his  own  conrt.    In  Dnnlap's 
Admiralty  Practice,  it  is  said  of  the  special  monition 
which,  in  addition  to  the  general  one,  is  sometimes 
nsed  in  suits  in  rem^  that  it  is  to  be  served  by  the 
delivery  of  a  copy  of  it,  attested  by  the  officer,  to 
the  party,  or  by  leaving  an  attested  copy  at  his 
nsnal  place  of  residence,  but  that  personal  service 
should  be  made  if  po6sible(a) ;  and  he  cites  as  his 
authority  Gierke's  Praxis,   tit   21.    The   passage 
to  which  he  refen),  in  fact,  sheds  little  light  upon  the 
subject;  but  it  tends  rather  to  show  that  no  simple 
form  of  service  is  sufficient  except  a  personal  service. 
It  directs  that  the  officer  ^  shall  go  to  the  residence 
of  the  party  who  is  sued,  and  shall  cite  him  person- 
ally, if  possible ;    and  it  proceeds  to  prescribe  as 
applicable  to  all  cases  where  a  personal  service 
cannot  be  effected,  the  mode  of  service  denominated 
the  citatio  viia  et  modis;  a  long  and  tedious  process 
little  in  accordance  with  our  notions,  and  not  likely 
ever  to  be  resorted  to  in  this  country.    It  is  virtually 
a  substitute  for  a  personal  service  in  the  first  instance. 
If  the  defendant  actually  appear  during  its  progress^ 
the  object  in  view  is  attained;  and  if  he  does  not, 
the  plaintiff  is  allowed  at  the  termination  of  it  to 
proceed  in  his  suit  notwithstanding(d),  and  to  obtain 
such  decree  as  he  is  able  to  show  himself  justly 

• 

(a)  Dunlap's  Adm.  Practice,  135. 

(6)  2  Bro.  Civ.  and  Ad. Law,  455-459.  The  ciUUioxniMetmodiaiA 
a  common  law  proceeding,  and,  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  inyolyes 
excommunication.  It  is  described  by  Browne  in  the  pages  above 
cited,  and  by  Olxake,  tii.  21,  and  additions  to  tit.  21.  Hall's  Adm. 
Practice,  44,  45. 
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entitled  to;  the  reasonable  presumption  probably  o^*- 
being  supposed  to  be  that  the  defendant  must  by 
that  time  have  become  apprised  of  the  suit,  /ind  that 
his  non-appearance  is  intentional  and  contumacious. 
But  the  mere  leaving  of  a  copy  at  the  dwelling- 
house  or  usual  place  of  business  of  the  party,  in  his 
absence— perhaps  from  home— is  far  from  bemg 

dU  ways  cund  mecme  are  publicly  resorted  to  for  his 
notification.  The  reasonable  and  proper  rule  would 
perhaps  be  to  require  a  personal  service  when  it 
oould  be  made,  and  to  admit  no  light  excuse  for  its 
omission ;  and  when  it  cannot  be  effected,  to  permit 
a  service  by  copy;  but  in  the  latter  case,  to  require 
the  marshal  to  state  the  mode  of  service,  and  to 
hold  it  valid  or  otherwise,  according  to  the  degree 
of  probability  there  shall  appear  to  be  of  its  actual 
receipt  by  the  defendant. 

The  return  of  the  marshal  to  the  monition  must, 
of  course,  be  according  to  the  fact:  as  that  he  has 
monished  and  dted  the  within  named  C  D.  to  rormor a 

niMiiMj*li 

appear  at  the  time  and  place,  within,  for  that  ""^"^ 
purpose,  mentioned,  by  exhibiting  to  him  the  moni- 
tion, and  delivering  to  him  a  copy  thereof;  or  by 
leaving  a  copy  thereof  for  him,  at  his  usual  place  of 
abode,  with  a  person  of  suitable  age,  the  within 
named  G*  D.  being  absent. 
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VOL.  t. 

.  SECTION  n. 

Mesne  Prooesb  ik  Suits  in  Rem. 

vcmtt  The  following  summary  account  given  by  Dr. 

SJjToJto  Browkb,  of  the  mode  of  commencing  suits  in  rem^ 
Jmk&f.  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  will 
serve  the  purpose  of  an  appropriate  introduction  to 
the  subject  of  this  section.  "  When  the  proceeding 
is  against  the  ship,  the  action  being  entered,  and 
an  aflSdavit  of  the  debt  made  by  the  person  on 
whose  behalf  the  warrant  is  prayed,  or  by  his  law 
ful  Attorney,  process  commences  by  a  warrant 
directed  to  the  marshal  of  the  court,  commissioning 
him  to  arrest  the  ship  and  goods,  or  both ;  which 
warrant  contains  also  a  citation  to  the  master  of  the 
ship  in  particular,  and  aU  others  in  general,  having, 
or  pretending  to  have,  an  interest  in  the  said  ship, 
her  tackle,  apparal  and  furniture,  or  (as  the  case 
may  be)  in  the  goods,  to  appear  personally  on  the 
day,  and  at  a  place  therein  named,  to  answer  and 
defend  m  a  certain  cause,  civil  and  maritime. 
This  warrant  is  executed  by  producing  the  original 
before  the  master  and  crew,  and  affixing  a  copy  to 
the  mast  of  the  ship :  after  which,  an  affidavit  must 
be  made  of  the  following  tenor,  to  wit,  that  the 
deponent  did  arrest  the  ship  mentioned  in  the  war* 
ranti  thereunto  annexed,  her  tackle,  apparel  and 
furniture ;  and  that  he  did  cite  all  persons  in  general, 
and  those  requisite  in  special,  to  appear  as  above ; 
and  if  the  arrest  be  made  abroad,  it  must  be  certi- 
fied under  some  authentic  seaL  This  warrant  and 
affidavit  or  certificate  are  then  to  be  returned ;  and 
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if  there  be  any  apprehension  of  the  ship's  being   ^^-  *• 
carried  to  sea,  the  sails  may  be  taken  on  shore,  or 
a  custodee  put  on  board(a)." 

The  practice  of  the  American  courts  of  admiralty,  Jj^^'oc 
though  differing  in  some  respects  from  that  here  %U!^ 
described,  has  always  been  substantially  in  accord- 
ance with  it  In  some  of  the  courts  it  has  been 
customary  to  issue  the  citation  or  monition  in  the 
form  of  a  separate  writ,  simultaneously  with  the 
warrant  of  arrest,  instead  of  being  incorporated 
with  it  The  practice  in  this  country  has  been,  also, 
not  to  post  up  a  copy  of  the  process,  but  a  notice 
containing  a  fuller  statement  of  the  cause  of  action, 
framed  from  the  libel,  which  with  us,  as  we  have 
seen,  contrary  to  the  English  practice,  must  be 
filed  before  the  process  can  be  issued.  Our  practice, 
also,  is  to  publish  the  notice  in  a  newspaper.  This 
form  of  notice,  and  this  mode  of  publication  in 
cases  of  seizure  under  the  collection  act  of  1799, 
are  expressly  enjoined  by  that  act  The  enactment 
referred  to  is  as  follows :  "  All  ships  or  vessels,  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise,  which  shall  become  forfeited 
in  virtue  of  this  act,  shall  be  seized,  libelled  and 
prosecuted  as  aforesaid  in  the  proper  court  having 
cognizance  thereof;  which  court  shall  cause  four- 
teen days'  notice  to  be  given  of  such  seizure  and 
libel,  by  causing  the  substance  of  such  libel,  with 
the  order  of  the  court  thereon,  setting  forth  tjie 
time  and  place  appointed  for  the  trial,  to  be  inserted 
in  some  newspaper  printed  near  the  place  of  seizure, 

(a)  2  Browne's  Oiy.  and  Ad.  Law,  397,  398. 
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^^*'    and  also  by  postme  up  the  same  in  the  most  public 
m«»er.  IZ  a^'of  fo^a  d.^  at  or'  n«, 

the  place  of  trial(a) ." 

The  poeting  of  the  notice,  ^'near  the  place  of 
trial "  (in  actoal  practice,  on  or  near  the  conrt-honse 
door),  required  by  this  act,  has  not,  as  feo*  as  I  am 
informed,  been  followed  by  oar  courts,  in  private 
suits;  but  in  such  cases  the  English  practice  has 
been  pursued,  of  posting  the  notice  on  the  mast  of 
the  ship. 
Formof^  Haviug  givcu  these  explanations,  I  piroceed  to 
II^M^'Dra.  notice  the  ninth  rule  of  the  Rules  of  Admiralty 
into.  ^  Practice,  which  is  as  follows :  "  In  all  cases  of  seizure, 
and  in  other  suits  and  proceedings  in  rem^  the  pro- 
cess, unless  otherwise  provided  for  by  statute,  shall 
be  by  a  warrant  of  arrest  of  the  ship,  goods,  or 
other  things  to  be  arrested,  and  the  marshal  shall 
thereupon  arrest  and  take  the  ship,  goods  or  other 
things  into  his  possession  for  safe  custody ;  and  shall 
cause  public  notice  thereof,  and  of  the  time  assigned 
for  the  return  of  such  process  and  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  to  be  given  in  such  newspaper  within  the 
district  as  the  district  court  shall  order,  and  if  therQ 
is  no  newspaper  published  therein,  then  in  such 
other  public  places  in  the  distict  as  the  court  shall 
difect. 

The  exception  in  the  rule,  of  cases  "otherwise 
provided  for  by  statute,''  though  it  is  doubtless  also 

(a)  Act  of  March  2,  1799,  ch.  22,  §  89 ;  1  Stat  at  Large,  627. 
In  England,  forfeitures  for  the  infraction  of  the  reyenue  and  nayig^ 
tion  acts  are  prosecuted  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  are  not  cogni- 
zable in  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 
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prospective,  may  probably  be  considered  as  having  ^^-  '^• 
a  particolar  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
April  2,  1844,  ch.  8,  prescribing  a  summary  course 
of  proceeding  by  the  collector,  without  the  aid  of 
jadicial  process,  not  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  dollars,  seized  under  the  revenue 
laws. 

The  newspaper  in  which  the  publication  is  to  be 
made,  is  by  the  terms  of  the  rule  to  be  designated 
by  the  court;  and  this,  it  is  supposed,  may  be  done 
either  prospectively  by  a  general  order  having 
reference  to  the  several  localities  where  arrests  of 
property  are  likely  to  be  made,  or  by  special  order 
in  each  case." 

The  rule  is  silent,  it  will  be  observed,  with  respect  f^^^ 
to  the  length  of  the  notice.  The  period  of  fourteen 
days,  prescribed  by  the  statute  in  cases  of  municipal 
seizure,  is  supposed  to  have  been  generally  adopted 
by  the  courts  in  private  suits ;  subject,  however,  to 
be  altered,  when  justice  requires  it,  by  a  special 
order ;  and  it  is  not  nnusual  to  prescribe  a  shorter 
time,  when  it  appears  that  the  convenience  of  one 
or  both  of  the  parties  will.be  promoted,  and  no 
hardship  be  imposed  thereby. 

The  number  of  days  necessary  between  the  test  and  Tert  and 

•^  •'  »  return  oC 

return  of  the  process,  will  of  course  be  determined  '^^•^ 
by  the  length  of  the  notice  required.    The  time 
must  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  marshal  to  complete 
the  publication  of  the  notice,  and  to  bring  or  transmit 
to  the  court  his  certificate  that  this  has  been  done. 

The  duty  of  the  marshal  in  executing  a  warrant  J^jj^ 
of  arrest  in  rem^  is  simple  and  direct.    He  is  to 

20 
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T^^  take  the  thing  —  most '  usually  a  vessel  and  her 
appurtenances — into  his  custody,  and  keep  it 
securely,  employing  an  agent  for  4his  purpose  if 
necessary,  until  the  fiirther  order  of  the  court,  or 
until  security  be  given  under  the  late  act  of  Con- 
gre86(a).  In  this  latter  case,  the  act  does  not  seem 
to  contemplate  any  interference  on  the  part  of  the 
court^  nor  any  specific  act  of  restoration  or  delivery 
of  possession  by  the  marshal  The  acceptance  of 
the%Lrity  rimply  tem««t«his  rigbt  to  the 
farther  custody  of  the  thing. 
tfairiiaPk  The  rctum  of  the  marshal  to  the  warrant  will 
be,  that  he  has  arrested  the  within  mentioned 
J  and  cited  all  persons  having  or  pre- 
tending to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  therein, 
as  he  is  by  the  warrant  commanded  to  do.  K 
security  should  be  given  under  the  late  act,  just 
above  cited,  before  any  arrest  has  been  made,  the 
return  of  the  marshal  ought  to  state  that  after  the 
warrant  came  to  his  hands,  and  before  the  same  was 
executed,  a  bond  duly  executed,  or  a  stipulation 
duly  taken  and  acknowledged  by  A.  B.  as  claimant 

of   the  within  mentioned ^  and  by 

G.  D.  as  his  surety  [or  G.  D.  and  E.  F.  as  his  sure- 
ties], for  double  the  amount  claimed  by  the  libellant, 
conditioned  to  abide  and  answer  the  decree  of  the 
court  in  the  cause,  and  duly  approved,  was  delivered 
to  and  received  by  him,  as  will  appear  by  the  said 
bond  or  stipulation  with  the  warrant  returned.  If 
the  like  security  is  given  after  the  arrest^  and  before 
the  return  of  the  warrant,  it  may  not  be  necessary, 

(a)  Act  of  March  3, 1847.  Vide  euprcL^  p.  99. 
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but  is  certainly  proper,  in  addition  to  the  fact  of  ™J£-  »• 
the  arrest  as  above  directed,  to  state  also  that  after- 
wards, and  before  the  retnm,  such  secnrity  was 
given  as  above  directed.  The  bond  or  stipulation 
is,  in  all  cases,  to  be  immediately  returned  to  the 
court ;  and  if  it  is  not  given  until  after  the  return 
of  the  process,  the  marshal  should  endorse  his 
certificate  upon  it,  that  it  was  deliviered  to  and 
received  by  him,  and  is  now  returned  to  the  court 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  in  such  case  made  and 
provided. 

K  the  process  be  against  the  ship  and  her  freight  ^^SSS^ 
in  the  hands  of  the  owners  or  consignees  of  the  S^mto^ 
cargo,  or  against  the  ship  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
cargo,  it  is  to  be  executed,  in  respect  to  the  freight  or 
proceeds,  in  like  manner  as  the  attachment  clause 
against  the  credits  and  effects  of  the  defendant  in  a 
warraat  m  personam(a). 

There  is  another  of  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Amit,  how 
Supreme  Court,  which  it  is  proper  also  to  notice  i»  ^^^ 
this  place.    It  is  the  eighth  rule,  and  is  in  the  fol-  i^^b  hUSSi 
lowing  words :  ^^  In  all  suits  in  rem  against  a  ship, 
her  tackle,  sails,  apparel,  furniture,  boats  or  other 
appurtenances,  if  such  tackle,  sails,  apparel,  furni- 
ture,   boats   or  other   appurtenances    are  in  the 
possession  or  custody  of   any  third .  person,   the 
court  may,  after  a  due  monition  to  such  third  per- 
son, and  a  hearing  of  the  cause,  if  any,  why  the 
same  should  not  be  delivered  over,   award  and 
decree  that  the  same  be  delivered  into  the  custody 

(a)  Vide  aupra^  p.  481. 
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vou  t.  Qf  tij^  marshal  or  other  proper  officer,  if  upon  the 
hearing  the  same  is  required  by  law  and  justice." 

Although  the  process  to  be  first  issued  under 
this  rule  is  auxiliary  to  a  suit  in  rem^  it  is  in  fact  a 
mere  personal  monition  or  citation  to  him  who  has 
the  property  in  his  possession  or  custody,  and  is  to 
be  served  in  like  manner  as  a  monition  in  a  suit  in 
personam.  If  no  sufficient  cause  to  the  contrary  be 
shown,  he  will  be  decreed  to  deliver  it  over  to  the 
marshal ;  and  if  he  refuses  to  do  so  after  the  service 
of  the  decree,  obedience  to  the  decree  will  be 
enforced  by  attachment  against  his  person. 

The  rule,  it  will  be  observed,  relates  to  things 
appurtenant  to  the  ship,  which,  being  susceptible  of 
easy  removal  to  other  places,  it  was  supposed  might 
sometimes  be  taken,  or  find  their  way  into  the  pos- 
session of  those  who,  under  some  mistaken  view  of 
their  own  rights  or  obligations,  or  from  some  other 
motive,  might  refuse  to  allow  the  marshal  peaceiably 
to  execute  his  process ;  and  the  design  of  the  rule 
seems  to  have  been  to  relieve  the  marshal  from 
unnecessary  responsibility,  and  especially  to  guard 
against  any  unnecessary  resort  to  force,  by  pointing 
out  and  recommending  an  easy  and  peaceful  alter- 
native. In  such  cases  the  marshal  might  doubtless 
lawfully  abstain  from  a  forcible  arrest,  and  state  the 
facts  of  the  case  in  his  return;  when  upon  the 
application  of  the  libellant,  founded  on  such  return^ 
the  court  would  direct  the  monition  to  issue ;  or,  if 
he  chose  not  to  wait  the  return  day,  he  might  in- 
voke the  aid  of  the  court  at  once  on  petition. 

One  of  the  emei^encies  which  the  rule  may 
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poeBibly  liave  had  in  view,  is  that  of  the  marshal  ^J^-  »• 
finding  the  property,  named  in  the  warrant,  ixx  the  ^rt5' 
custody  of  the  law  nnder  process  from  a  state  conrt,  ^^^ 
Cases  of  this  description  are  not  likely  to  occur 
often ;  but  as  they  involve,  apparently  at  least,  con- 
siderations of  some  delicacy,  it  is  proper  therefore 
that  they  should  receive  a  somewhat  more  particular 
notice.  I  shall  content  myself^  however,  with  little 
more  than  a  summary  reference  to  the  few  reported 
decisions  I  have  met  with,  in  which  the  possession 
of  a  sheriff  in  virtue  of  process  has  been  superseded 
by  the  arrest  of  the  same  property  by  the  marshal 
in  virtue  of  process  in  rem  from  a  court  of  admiralty. 
In  the  case  of  The  Flora{a\  the  ship  had  been 
levied  upon  and  taken  into  ^custody  by  the  sher^, 
in  virtue  of  a  writ  of  fieri  fudaa  issued  out  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  a  judgment  against  the 
owner,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  paid. 
On  the  next  day  the  ship  was  arrested  by  the 
deputy  marshal  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
acting  under  a  warrant  issued  from  that  court,  in  a 
suit  for  mariner's  wages,  against  the  ship.  In  this 
suit  the  ship  was  condemned  and  sold ;  and  though 
Uiere  was  a  protracted  contest  between  the  owner  and 
the  judgment  creditor  concerning  the  balance  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  remaining  in  the  registry  after 
deducting  the  wages  and  costs,  in  the  course  of 
which  an  unsuccessful  application  was  made  to  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  after  a  decision  on 
appeal  from  the  jud^ent  of  the  High  Court  of 

(a)  1  Haggard's  Adm.  IL,  208. 
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•  ^<^'^  Admiralty  to  the  Court  of  Delegates,  *  another 
applbation  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  a 
comnussion  of  review,  no  objection  was  made  to  the 
arrest  of  the  ship  by  the  marshal,  and  no  donbt 
.  seems  to  have  been  entertained  of  ite  regularity  and- 
propriety.  It  is  stated  in  the  report,  however,  that 
^^  upon  the  execution  of  the  admiralty  process,  there 
seemed  to  be  an  understanding  that  the  vessel  should 
remain  in  the  actual  custody  and  personal  possession 
of  the  sheriff's  officer,  and  shjB  continued  warped 
and  moored  alongside  a  wharf  at  Deptford,"  etc ; 
and  the  controversy  between  the  owner  and  his 
jndgment  creditor,  relative  to  the  surplus,  ultimately 
turned  upon  the  question  whether  there  had  beea 
an  abandonment  of  possession  by  the  sheri£^  the 
ship  having  been  at  one  time  temporarily  removed 
across  the  Thames  to  another  county.  The  Court 
of  Delegates  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  had, 
under  the  circumstances,  been  no  abandonment  by 
the  sheriff  "The  sherifl^''  say  the  court,  "may- 
have  yielded  to  t^  prior  daim;  but  he  continued  his 
right  as  against  the  ohmer,  whatever  might  have 
been  the  effect  of  an  abandonment  in  favor  of 
another  j  udgment  creditor."  And  the  opinion  of  the 
court  was,  that  "  although  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
cannot  enter  into  the  contracts  of  general  creditors, 
yet  it  may  be  bound  to  take  a  judgment  on  record 
as  a  debt;"  and  the  balance  remaining  in  the  regis* 
try  was  decreed  to  be  paid  to  the  sheriff.  In  this 
case,  the  suit  in  the  admiralty  was  brought  to 
enforce  a  maritime  lien  or  privilege,  having  a  clear 
and  incontestible  priority  over  any  rights  acquired 
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by  the  jadgment  creditor  in  virtue  of  his  judgment  ^^tl:  ^ 
and  execution.  The  admiralty  process  was  the  only 
means  by  which  the  lien  could  be  rendered  eiffective ; 
and  it  seems  to  have  been  conceded  on  all  hands 
that  the  possession  of  the  sheriff  was  no  impediment 
to  the  execution  of  that  process,  or  to  the  sale  of 
the  ship  in  pursuance  of  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  although  his  right  to  the  surplus  proceeds 
of  the  sale  was  recognized  as  agidnst  the  owner. 
Had  the  suit  in  the  admiralty  been  broughtto  enforce 
any  other  privileged  lien,  as  that^  for  example,  of  a 
bottomry  bond-holder,  it  would  doubtless  have 
drawn  after  it  the  same  consequences ;  or  if  such  a 
creditor  had  intervened  for  his  mterest,  or  petitioned 
against  the  proceeds  in  the  registry,  his  claims  would  . 
unquestionably  have  been  allowed  in  prefence  to 
those  of  the  execution  creditor. 

In  the  case  of  Certain  Logs  of  Mahog(my{a)^  in 
consideration  of  advances  made  and  responsibilities 
incurred  by  the  respondent  on  account  of  the  outward 
cargo,  it  was  agreed,  between  the  shipper  and  him, 
that  he  should  have  the  control  of  the  cargo,  and 
that  the  homeward  cargo  should  be  shipped  and 
oondgned  to  him  for  his  secnrity  and  indemnity, 
which  was  done.  On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  the 
owners  gave  notice  to  the  respondent  that  they 
were  ready  to  deliver  the  cargo  to  him,  on  condition 
that  he  would  pay  or  secure  the  freight  due  to  them 
on  account  of  it.  The  respondent  declining  to  do 
this,  the  owners  landed  the  cargo  and  put  it  into 

(a)  2  Sumner's  R.,  589. 
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T<n^%  the  poneasioir  of  a  wharfinger  as  their  bailee.  The 
respondent  thereupon  immediately  brought  an  action 
of  replevin  m  the  state  court  against  the  wharfinger ; 
and  a  few  days  afterwards,  the  cargo  having,  in  the 
meantime,  been  replevied,  the  ship-owners  filed  a 
libel  against  it  in  the  district  court,  to  enfoKe  their 
maritime  lien  for  freight ;  and  the  warrant  of  arrest 
was  executed  by  the  marshal,  and  the  cargo  was 
afterwards  delivered  to  the  respondents  on  bail, 
according  to  the  course  of  the  admiralty.  The  right 
of  the  libellants  thus,  by  means  of  admiralty  process, 
to  supersede  the  process  of  the  state  court,  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  questioned,  except  that  the  prior 
pendency  of  the  replevin  suit  was  set  up  in  the 
answer  of  the  respondent  as  a  defence  to  the  libel, 
on  the  ground,  as  was  contended,  that  the  former 
suit  involved  the  same  questions,  and  was  therefore 
substantially  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  In 
reference  to  this  objection,  Mr.  Justice  Story,  among 
oUier  things,  showing  that  a  plea  of  a  prior  lis 
pendens  was  inapplicable  to  the  case,  said :  ^  A  suit 
in  a  state  court  by  replevin,  or  by  an  attachment 
under  process,  of  the  property,  can  never  be  admitted 
to  supersede  the  right  of  a  court  of  admiralty  to 
proceed  by  a  suit  in  rem  to  enforce  a  right  agidnst 
that  property,  to  whomsoever  it  may  belong.  The 
admiralty  court  does  not  attempt  to  enter  into 
any  conflict  with  the  state  court,  as  to  the  just 
operation  of  its  own  process ;  but  it  merely  asserts 
a  paramount  right  against  all  persons  whatever, 
whether  claiming  above  or  under  that  process.  No 
doubt  can  exist  that  a  ship  may  be  seized  under 
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admiralty  process  for  a  forfeiture,  notwithstanding   ^i£-  *• 
a  prior  replevin  or  attachment  of  the  ship  then 
pending.    The  same  thing  is  true  as  to  the  lien  for 
seamen^s  wages  or  a  bottomry  bond." 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ  of  replevin, 
being  the  consignee  of  the  cargo,  and  having  claims 
upon  it  as  against  the  owner,  to  its  full  value,  may 
be  regarded  as  its  owner,  having  the  general  right 
pertaining  to  thq^  character  to  the  possession  of  the 
property.  But,  as  in  the  case  of  The  Flora^  the 
libellants  had  a  maritime  lien  upon  the  property  in 
specie^  existing  independently  of  any  question  of 
title ;  and  this  lien  they  were  allowed  to  assert,  by 
process  from  the  only  court  competent  to  enforce  it, 
notwithstanding  the  prior  seizure  of  the  property 
under  process  from  another  court. 

In  the  case  of  JPoland  et  cH.  v.  The  freight  and 
cargo  cf  the  Spartan{a\  a  portion  of  the  cargo  was 
attached  by  process  from  the  state  court,  at  the  suit 
of  certain  creditors  of  the  shipper,  immediately  after 
the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  her  home  port ;  and,  as  I 
understand  the  report,  while*  the  goods  were  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  admiralty  process  was  sued 
out  a^inst  them  to  enforce  a  supposed  maritime 
lien.  The  attaching  creditors,  without,  as  far  as 
appears,  questioning  the  regularity  or  propriety  of 
this  proceeding,  insisted  that,  when  several  creditors 
were  pursuing  their  right,  in  different  courts,  against 
property,  the  proper  rule,  in  order  to  prevent  col- 
lision, was,  to  give  precedence  to  those  who  first 
laid  their  hands  on  the  fund.    In  answer  to  this 

(a)  Ware's  R.,  134, 147. 
21 
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rout,  objection,  Judge  Ware  said :  " This  priority  might 
be'  decisive,  if  both  creditors  stood  in  the  same 
relation  to  this  specific  property ;  but  the  reason  no 
longer  holds  when  the  claim  of  one  of  the  parties 
is,  in  its  nature,  a  privileged  claim.  The  very 
essence  of  a  privilege  is  to  give  the  creditor  a 
preference  over  the  general  creditors  of  the  debtor ; 
and  if  such  be  the  claim  of  the  seamen,  the  attach- 
ment only  created  a  lien  on  the  property  subject  to 
such  prior  incumbrance.  It  can  only  extend  to  the 
whole  right  of  the  owner,  and  that  was  to  hold  the 
property  after  discharging  the  lieu." 

The  only  remaining  case  I  have  met  with,  tending 
directly  to  reflect  light  upon  the  point  under  con- 
sideration, is  that  of  The  Robert  Mdton(a).  In  that 
case,  numerous  material-men  had  claims  to  a  large 
amount  against  the  ship  for  labor  and  materials 
furnished  in  the  port  of  New-York.  Two  of  them, 
had  caused  the  ship  to  be  arrested  by  the  sheri£^  on 
a  warrant  of  attachment  issued  by  the  first  judge  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New-York,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  of  the  state 
giving^  a  lien  in  favor  of  material-men,  and  authori- 
zing this  mode  of  proceeding. 

The  next  day  after  the  arrest  two  other  persons, 
having  like  claims,  filed  a  libel  against  the  ship  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  on  which  a 
warrant  of  arrest  was  issued  to  the  marshal,  and 

m 

returned  executed.  The  admiralty  suit  proceeded 
in  the  district  court,  and  a  final  decree  was  made 
therein.    It  was  then  brought  by  appeal  before  the 

(a)  Paine'B  R.,  620. 
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circuit  court,  and  Mr.  Justice  Thompson,  in  deliver-  ^^  ^ 
ing  his  opinion,  expressed  himself  as  follows :  ^*  The 
case,  as  it  now  appears,  is  certainly  involved  in  some 
difficulty;  and  I  am  unable  to  account  for  the 
returns  which  have  been  made  by  the  sheriff  and 
the  marshal,  upon  the  process  issued  to  them  respec- 
tively. If  the  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  his  warrant,  had 
attached  and  t^aken  into  his  possession  the  ship,  on 
the  tenth  of  May,  as  he  has  returned,  it  is  no  way 
explained  how  the  marshal  could  the  day  after 
seize  and  tisike  into  his  possession  the  same  vessel, 
and  proceed  to  sell  the  same  under  the  order  of  the 
district  court  The  right  and  authority  of  the  sheriiB^ 
under  the  process  directed  to  him,  to  attach  the 
Teasel,  cannot  be  questioned ;  and  if  he  had  so  done, 
the  ship  was  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  the 
marshal  could  certainly  have  had  no  authority  to 
take  it  out  of  the  possession  of  the  sheriff.  If  he 
found  the  vessel  held  by  the  sheriff  under  his  attach- 
ment, he  should  have  so  returned  to  the  district  court 
upon  his  process ;  and  all  further  proceedings  of  the 
district  court  would  have  been  arrested,  and  no 
conflict  of  jurisdiction  could  have  arisen." 

Here  was  the  case  of  different  creditor,  having 
liens  in  all  respects  alike,  seeking  almost  simultane- 
ously to  enforce  them  by  means  of  process  in  rem 
from  different  tribunals,  each  having  jurisdiction  for 
this  purpose  over  the  subject  to  which  the  liens 
attached,  and  (aside  from  the  difficulty  which  the 
state  court  might  have  to  encounter  on  account  of 
the  want  of  any  explicit  provision  in  the  state  law, 
for  the  execution  of  its  judgment)  each  being  com- 
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Y^%  ^  petent  to  afford  redress  to  its  own  particnlar  saitors. 
Bnt  in  other  respects  there  was  a  wide  disparity 
between  the  powers  possessed  by  the  two  oonrts 
respectively ;  for  while  those  of  the  state  conrt  were 
limited  to  the  claims  of  the  parties  by  whom  the 
proceeding  had  been  institnted,  those  of  the  district 
court,  as  a  court  of  admiralty,  embraced  all  other 
persons  having  similar  claims  who  might  choose  to 
intervene  for  their  interest  at  any  stage  of  the  suit, 
before  the  final  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
ship  in  the  event  of  its  being  sold.  If^  therefore^  as 
Mr.  Justice  Thokfsok  supposed,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  marshal,  instead  of  executing  the  warrant  of 
arrest  which  has  been  directed  to  him,  simply  to 
return  it  with  his  certificate  of  the  fact  that  he  found 
the  ship  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff;  if,  by  such  a 
return,  «  aU  farther  proceedings  of  the  district  court 
would  have  been  arrested;''  and  if,  as  the  learned 
judge  also  seemed  to  suppose,  the  two  suitors  in  the 
state  court,  by  electing  to  resort  to  it  for  redress^ 
had  thereby  acquired  a  prior  right  to  satisfaction 
over  the  numerous  other  material-men  having  equal 
claims  to  redress,  justice  would  seem  to  require, 
either  that  the  state  courts  should  be  empowered 
to  proceed  according  to  the  principles  and  usages 
which  govern  courts  of  admiralty  in  like  eases,  or 
that  they  should  be  relieved  altogether  from  the 
duty  of  enforcing  the  lien  given  by  the  state  law. 
It  will  be  seen,  however,  that  there'  is  no  necessary 

3«Mc  TEO>n.K,  «>d  L  prbdples  wbioh  wen 
applied  in  The  Flora^  and  in  the  case  before  Mr. 


MESNE  PROCESS.  165 

Stobt.  In  these  cases  the  powers  of  the  <'hap.  ». 
admiralty  had  been  put  in  requisition  for  the 
enforcement  of  rights  nnquestionably  paramoont  to  • 
those  asserted  in  the  common  law  conrts,  and  in  no 
other  respect  inconsistent  with  them.  The  admiralty 
process  had  been  resorted  to,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
controverting  these  rights  of  the  adverse  parties, 
which  it  was  the  province  of  the  courts  of  law  to 
protect^  but  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  specific 
claims  against  the  property  concerned,  which  adhered 
to  it  wherever  it  might  be  found,  and  to  whomsoever 
it  might  belcmg.  But  it  is  only  by  obtaining  the 
poeseasion  and  control  of  the  thing  to  which  the  lien 
attaches,  that  a  court  of  admiralty  can  give  effect  to 
such  claims,  and  this  it  is  their  peculiar  province  to 
do.  The  duty  implies  the  power  requisite  to  its 
performance. 

There  is  still  another  of  the  rules  prescribed  by  JjJgJ*^ 
the  Supreme  Court,  to  which  it  seems  proper  here  SiwJTb^ 
to  advert    The  thirty-eighth  of  these  rules  provides  ^i^^^r 
that .  *•  In  cases  of  mariner's  wages,  or  bottomry,  or  ^^  ^"^ 
salvage,  or  other  proceedings  in  rem^  where  the 
freight  or  other  proceeds  of  property  are  attached 
to,  or  are  bound  by  the  suit,  which  are  in  the  hands 
or  possession  of  any  person,  the  court  may,  upon 
dae  application  by  petition  of  the  party  interested, 
require    the  party  charged    with  the    possession 
thereof  to  appear  and  show  cause  why  the  same 
shanld  not  be  brought  into  court  to  answer  the 
exigency  of  the  suit,  and,  if  no  sufficient  cause  be 
shown,  the  court  may  order  the  same  to  be  brought 
into  court  to  answer  the  exigency  of  the  suit^  and, 
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T<H^t.  upon  failure  of  the  party  to  comply  with  the  order, 
may  a^eard  an  attachment  or  other  compulsory 
process  to  compel  obedience  thereto.'* 

To  those  not  familiar  with  admiralty  jnrispru- 
dence,  this  rale  may  not  be  altogether  intelli^ble ; 
but  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  been  intended  to 
.introduce  any  new,  or  essentially  to  modify  any 
existing  form  of  procedure.  Maritime  privileges 
or  liens  are  not  restricted  to  the  particular  thing  to 
which  they  originally  attached,  but  adhere  to  and 
may  be  enforced  against  its  proceeds.  There  may 
be  ground  to  apprehend  that  these  will  become 
dissipated,  or  that  the  person  in  whose  hands  they 
may  happen  to  be  may  become  insolvent.  It  may 
on  this  account  be  the  interest  both  of  the  libellant 
and  of  the  claimant  to  have  such  proceeds  brought 
into  court ;  and  this  is  equally  true  of  freight  in 
the  hands  of  the 'shipper  or  consignee,  when  that  is 
the  fund  out  of  which  payment  is  sought  There 
are  instances  in  which  the  freight  or  proceeds  "  are 
bound  by  the  suit.''  It  often  happens,  moreover, 
that  the  same  thing  is  subject  to  several  coexistent 
liens ;  and  where  an  admiralty  suit  is  resorted  to  for 
the  enforcement' of  any  one  of  them,  all  other  per- 
sons having  similar  liens  are  entitled  to  intervene  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  satisfaction;  but  the 
property  originally  arrested  may  be  insufficient  for 
this  purpose,  and  it  may  be  necessary  to  bring  under 
the  power  of  the  court  "  freight,  or  other  proceeds 
of  property,  attach^  to  the  suit"  Justice  to  the 
libellant,  as  well  as,  at  other  times,  to  those  who 
intervene  for  their  interest^  may  require  this  to  be 
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done ;  for  it  may  happen  that  their  claims  are  of  ^^f^  ^ 
a  nature  entitling  them  to  priority  over  his. 

It  is  proper  to  add,  that  the  form  of  proceeding  ^^  '^Jj^ 
specified  in  this  mle  is  resorted  to  for  the  enforce-  *"**'*'*'**^ 
ment  of  a  final  decree,  when  it  is  to  be  satisfied  out 
of  freight  or  proceeds.  Thus  m  a  case  in  the  Eng- 
lish  admiralty,  where  three  bottomry  bonds  had 
been  given,  one  on  the  ship  and  freight^  and  two 
on  the  ship,  freight  and  cargo,  the  court,  in  pro- 
nouncing judgment  in  favor  of  the  bondholders, 
decreed  ^^  a  monition  against  the  several  owners  of 
the  cargo,  to  bring  in  their  proportions  of  the 
freight  and  accounts  of  the  value  of  their  goods(a).'' 

The  proper  mode  of  "  requiring  the  party  charged  ^^, 
to  appear  and  show  cause,''  in  all  cases,  ia  by  decree- 
ing a  monition  to  that  effect(d). 

One  of  the  powers  exercised  by  courts  of  admi-  ^^-  ^ 
ralty,  in  proceedings  in  rem^  is  thai  of  decreeing  a  g^^ 
sale,  jpendmte  lite^  of  the  thing  proceeded  against^ 
when  from  its  nature  or  condition  it  ia  likely  to 
become  worthless  or  of  greatly  diminished  value,  if 
kept  under  arrest  until  the  termination  of  the  suit ; 
and  vessels  have  always  been  considered  to  be  sub- 
ject to  this  power.  The  process  in  virtue  of  which 
such  sales  are  made,  is  a  warrant  of  sale ;  and  as  it 
is  issued  in  pursuance  of  an  interlocutory  order  of  the 
court^  it  properly  falls  under  the  denomination  of 
mesne  process.  This  power  in  regard  to  perishable 
goods,  is  declared  by  the  tenth  rule  as  follows;  ^^In 

(a)  The  Radamanthe^  1  Dodson's  R.,  201,  209. 
(6)  See  Skeppard  r.  Taylor,  5  Peten's  R.,  675  (9  Cartifl'f  Deds. 
&  C,  531). 
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T^t.  ^\\  (S3g0g  wlxere  any  goods  or  other  tlungs  are  arrested, 
if  the  same  are  perishable,  or  are  liable  to  deteriora- 
tion, decay  or  injury,  by  being  detained  in  custody 
pending  the  suit,  the  court  may,  upon  the  applicar 
tion  of  either  party,  in  its  discretion  order  the  same, 
or  so  much  thereof  to  be  sold,  as  shall  be  perishable 
or  liable  to  depreciation,  decay  or  injury,  and  the 
proceeds,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be  a  full  secu- 
rity to  satisfy  the  decree,  to  be  brought  into  court, 
to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit'' 

The  sale,  pendente  Ute^  of  property  seized  and 
prosecuted  in  behalf  of  the  United  States  for  in- 
fractions of  the  revenue  laws  is  expressly  provided 
for  by  an  act  of  Congress  passed  April  5,  1832(a). 
The  rule  was  unnecessary,  therefore,  for  this  par- 
pose.  The  cases  most  likely  to  call  for  its  applica- 
tion, in  this  form  of  action,  are  those  of  salvage. 

The  tenth  rule  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in- 
tended to  embrace  vessels;  but  this  species  of 
property  is  separately  provided  for  by  the  next 
succeeding  rule,  as  follows :  « In  like  manner,  where 
Bale  6f  any  ship  shall  be  arrested,  the  same  may,  upon  the 
dmuSie.  application  of  the  claimant^  be  delivered  to  him 
upon  a  due  appraisement  to  be  had  under  the 
direction  of  the  court,  upon  the  claimant's  deposit- 
ing in  court  so  much  money  as  the  court  shall  order, 
or  upon  his  giving  a  stipulation  with  sureties  as 
aforesaid ;  and  if  the  claimant  shall  decline  any  such 
application;  then  the  court  may  in  its  discretion, 
upon  the  application  of  either  party,  upon  due 

(a)  4  Stat,  at  Large,  ch.  66. 
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cause  shown,  order  a  sale  of  sncli  ship,  and  the  ^^"^  ** 
proceeds  thereof  to  be  brought  into  court,  or  other- 
wise disposed  of  as  it  may  deem  most  for  the  benefit 
of  aU  concerned.^ 

It  will  be  seen  that  ships  are  subject  to  the  power 
of  sale  without  reference  to  their  particular  con- 
dition. This  distinction  is  in  accordance  with  long  * 
established  usage,  although  the  proceeding  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  order  or  decree  of  sale  is 
oonunenced  in  the  English  admiralty  by  what  is 
denominated  a  perishable  monition.  All  vessels  are 
in  &ct  subject  to  constant  deterioration  by  time, 
and  it  is  moreover  for  the  interests  of  commerce 
that  they  should  be  actively  employed.  "Ships,**' 
it  is  said,  ^  are  made  to  plough  the  ocean,  and  not 
to  rot  at  the  dock.** 


SECTION  m. 
Pbogbsb  nr  Rdc  abtd  nr  FiBSOirAif • 

When  the  right  of  action  is  against  the  master 
as  well  as  against  the  ship,  a  suit  in  the  admiralty 
may,  in  some  cases,  be  maintained  jointly  against 
both«  It  seenos  to  be  a  familiar  practice  in  the  High 
CSourt  of  Admiralty  of  ikigland,  to  proceed  in  this 
form  for  the  recovery  of  seamen's  wages ;  and  by 
the  Bules  of  Practice  in  cases  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction,  it  is  declared  that  for  mariners' 
wages,  for  pilotage,  and  for  damage  by  collision,  the 
libellant  may  proceed  against  the  ship  and  master  (a). 

(a)  See  Appendiz;  Rnkt  xiii.,  xir.,  zr. 
22 
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T<^%  In  one  of  the  precedents  given  in  Marriott's  Fon^in- 
lary,  the  warrant  of  arrest  against  the  ship  contains 
a  farther  command  to  arrest  also  the  master(a). 
ToiMby  The  Qsnal  practice  in  the  English  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  as  described  by  Bbowke,  is,  as  we  have 
8een(i),  to  iasert  in  the  monition  which  accompanies 
the  warrant  of  arrest^  the  name  of  the  master,  and 
to  direct  the  marshal  to  summon  him  in  particular ; 
although  the  precedent  given  in  Marriott's  Formu- 
lary of  a  warrant  against  the  ship,  when  the  suit  is 
against  that  alone,  contains  no  command  to  cite  the 
master  specially,  but  only  the  general  one  to  cite 
"  all  persons  in  general(c)."  The  form  mentioned 
^y  Bbowot:  is,  however,  in  use  in  this  country, 
especially  in  suits  for  seamen's  wages ;  and  sometimes 
there  is  a  special  citation  to  the  owners  also.  But 
in  speaking  of  this  practice,  the  learned  judge  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District,  of  Maine  justly 
observes :  "  Yet  the  master  does  not  become  techni- 
cally a  party  in  the  cause,  but  by  appearing, 
answering,  and  taking  upon  himself  the  defence. 
It  is  sometimes  said,  in  a  loose  sense,  that  all  the 
world  are  parties  to  a  libel  in  rem;  but  by  this 
general  language,  nothing  more  is  meant  than  that 
all  who  have  an  interest  in  the  thing  may  make 
themselves  parties  by  filing  their  claims,  and  are 
therefore  bound  by  the  decree  so  far  as  they  have 
an  interest  in  the  thing.    None,  however,  are  parties, 


(a)  Marriott's  Formnlaiy,  328. 

(b)  Vide  9uprc^  p.  150. 

(c)  Marriott's  Formulaiy,  326. 
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in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  hpt  those  who  make   ^i^-  *• 
themselves  8nch(a).^ 

It  is  not  to  be  inferred,  however,  from  what  is  £JU2[  ^ 
here  said,  that  a  suit  m  rem  and  inperaona/m  cannot  ^a^. 
be  institnted  without  process  of  arrest  against  the 
person.  A  suit  against  the  person  alone  may  be 
prosecuted,  as  we  have  seen,  by  a  simple  monition ; 
and  no  reason  is  perceived  why  this  form  of  process 
may  not  also  be  used  in  conjunction  with  process  in 
reni;  but  the  intention  of  the  libellant  to  proceed 
in  peraoTumi^  as  well  as  in  rem^  should  be  unequivo- 
cally evinced  by  a  prayer  in  the  libel,  of  process, 
and  of  a  decree  against  the  party  to  be  made  a 
defendant^  and  by  the  issue  and  service  of  a  separate 
monition  citing  him  to  appear  and  answer  the  libel- 
lant  Such,  indeed,  seems  to  have  been  the  form  of 
proceeding  in  a  late  case  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana, 
which  was  finally  decided  in  the  Supreme  Gourt(5). 

I  have  ventured,  in  the  last  preceding  chapter(c), 
inddentally  to  su^gresti  that  when,  in  a  suit  com- 

to  the  act  of  March  3,  1847,  the  process,  by  an 
equitable  construction  of  the  act,  might  properly  be 
held  to  be  superseded,  as  well  with  respect  to  the 
master  as  the  vessel 

In  accordance   with  established  practice,   and,  proeMfai 

palltory  and 

indeed,  with  what  the  nature  of  the  case  obviously 

(a)  The  Wmiam  Harris^  Ware's  R.,  367,  370.  See  also  7%e  Hope^ 
1  W.  Robinson's  R.,  154;  The  Volant^  id.,  383. 

(6)  Waring  etaLy.  Clarke^  5  Howard's  R.,  411  (1  Cnrtis's  Deds. 
8.  0.,  456). 

(c)  SuprOj  p.  104. 


•olli^ete.1 
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"^^^  requires,  it  is  by  ihe  twmUeth  role  also  declared^ 
l^or  that  ^  In  all  petitory  or  possessory  suits  between 
part-owners  or  adverse  proprietors,  or  by  the  owners 
of  a  ship,  or  a  minority  thereof  against  the  master 
of  a  ship,  for  the  ascertainment  of  the  title  and  [for 
the]  delivery  of  the  possession,  or  for  the  possession 
only,  or  by  one  or  more  partowners  against  the 
others,  to  obtain  security  for  the  return  of  the  ship 
from  any  voyage  undertaken  without  their  consent ; 
or  by  one  or  more  part-owners,  to  obtain  possession 
of  the  ship  for  any  voyage,  upon  giving  security  for 
the  safe  return  thereof,  the  process  shall  be  by  an 
arrest  of  the  ship,  and  by  monition  to  the  adverse 
party  or  parties  to  appear  and  make  answer  to  the 
suit"  The  process,  in  these  cases,  it  will  be  seen,  is 
a  warrant  of  arrest^  united  with  a  special  monition 
or  citation  to  the  adverse  parties. 

Precedents  for  the  various  forms  of  process  treated 
of  in  this  chapter,  are  given  in  the  appendix. 


NON-APFSABANCSB  OF  THE  T.TBET.T.ANT.  173 

OEAP.  I. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

NON-APPEARANCE— TAKING  LIBEL  PRO  GONFESSO. 

6E0TI0N  L 
Or  TRi  NoK-ApniBASox  or  tbb  Tiiuku.jwt. 

I 

Thk  practice  of  onr  courts,  especially  in  snits  in 
remj  as  regulated  by  established  usage  and  by  the 
rules  recently  promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
at  this  stage  of  a  suit  in  admiralty,  differs  widely 
fix>m  that  of  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 
3SGnutely  to  point  out  all  these  differences,  would 
not  only  lead  to  unnecessary  prolixity,  but  would 
tend  rather  to  perplex  than  to  edify.  It  is  not 
proposed,  therefore,  to  make  any  other  than  such 
occadonal  references  to  the  English  forms  of  pro- 
cedure, as  seem  necessary  to  the  more  ready  and 
exact  comprehension  of  the  technical  phraseology 
pertaining  to  the  subject,  not  unfrequently  met 
with  in  the  reports  of  English  decisions,  and  which 
might  otherwise  prove  an  impediment  or  stumbling- 
block  in  the  path  of  the  uninitiated  reader. 

Upon  the  return  day  of  the  process,  supposing  it 
to  hare  been  duly  executed  and  returned,  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
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Yoi^j.  taining  their  respective  'rights,  in  person  (a),  or  by 
their  advocates,  to  appear  in  court.  It  may  happen 
.that .the  libellant  fails  to  appear;  and  the  provision 
made  by  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  such  a  contingency,  as  well 
as  for  any  subsequent  delinquency  of  a  like  nature 
Bide  pre-  ou  the  part  of  the  Hbellant,  is  as  follows :  ^^  If,  in 
cSirt  E*"**  ^"^y  admiralty  suit,  the  libellant  shall  not  appear 
T^L  and  prosecute  his  suit  according  to  the  course  and 
orders  of  the  court,  he  shall  be  deemed  in  default 
and  dbntumacy ;  and  the  court  may,  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  defendant,  pronounce  the  suit  to  be 
deserted,  and  the  same  may  be  dismissed  with  costs.^ 
It  is  the  uniform  usage  of  the  English  High  Court 
of  Admiralty,  in  all  "  proceedings  for  defaults,"  to 
require  the  delinquent  party  to  be  publicly  caUed, 
before  taking  any  step  ^^  m  pcenam  ^  against  him ; 
and  such)  it  is  presumed,  is  the  practice  of  all  the 
American  courts  of  admiralty.  The  libellant  is 
therefore  to  be  first  called(i) ;  and  then,  upon  his 

(a)  By  the  thirty-fiftli  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  September 
26,  1789,  ch.  20,  §  35  (1  Statutes  at  Lai^ge,  92),  it  is  enacted  that 
'^  In  all  Ihe  courts  of  the  United  States,  the  parties  may  plead  and 
manage  their  own  causes  personally,  or  by  the  aBgistaaoe  of  such 
counsel  and  attomeys-atrlaw  as  by  the  rules  of  the  said  courts  respec- 
tiyely  shall  be  pennitted  to  manage  and  conduct  causes  therein." 

(b)  The  formula  for  this  purpose,  in  the  District  Court  for  the  North- 
ern District  of  New-Tork,  is  as  foDows :  ^  A.  B.,  come  forth  and  prose- 
cute your  suit  against  G.  D.  [  or  against  the  ship,  brig,  schooner,  sloopi 
steamboat,  propeller,  etc.,  as  the  case  may  be  ],  wherein  the  process  is 
returnable  here  this  day,  or  the  same  will  be  pronounced  deserted, 
and  be  dismissed  with  costs." 

It  may  not  be  amiss  for  the  author,  in  order  to  guard  agunst  th« 
possible  imputation  of  arrogance  in  referring  spcjcifically  to  the  usages 
of  the  district  court  for  this  district,  to  seize  this  occasion  to  remind 


Ltbel>»Dt  to 
be  called. 


^^  ^ . 
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making  default,  the  provisions  of  the  rule  are  to  be 
'enforced  against  him,  nnless  the  court  shall  think 
proper  to  afford  him  a  further  opportunity,  by  assign- 
ing  a  future  day  for  his  appearance. 

CuEKEB,  after  giving  the  form  of  the  petition(a) 
of  the  defendant  ^  to  be  dismissed  with  costs,  and 
that  his  bail-bond  be  decreed  to  be  returned  to  him,** 
by  reason  of  the  non-appearance  of  the  plaintiff, 


175 


0HAP..6. 


the  learned  reader  that  the  forms  of  procedure  treated  of  in  this  work 
are  of  recent  introduction  in  this  court,  and  that  the  practitioners 
therein  have  not,  therefore,  until  very  lately,  had  any  sufficient  motive 
for  acquainting  themselves  with  these  forms ;  and  to  add,  also,  that 
the  author's  strongest  impulse  to  undertake  and  prosecute  this  task, 
arofle  from  his  desire  in  some  degree  to  assist  the  legal  gentlemen  of 
his  own  particukr  district  in  acquiring  the  requisite  information  to 
enable  them  to  conduct  suits  in  the  admiralty  with  safety  to  their 
clients  and  satisfactorily  to  themselves. 

(a)  Gierke's  Praads,  tit.  10.  01£rkk  was  a  proctor,  and  also 
registrar  of  the  Court  of  Arches  during  the  reign  of  Elizabeth ;  and  at 
the  time  he  wrote  his  Praxi»  Suprema  Curi<B  AdmiraliUUiSy  it 
appears  that  there  were  certain  established  forms  for  all  oral  motions 
or  << petitions"  addressed  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  and,  although 
some  of  them,  sound  quaintly,  espedally  to  an  American  ear,  at  the 
present  day,  one  cannot  fail  to  be  struck  with  their' aptitude  and 
terseness.  The  petition  of  the  defendant's  proctor  referred  to  in  the 
text  (as  translated  by  Mr.  Hall),  is  as  follows :  ^t  allege  that  M. 
here  present  in  oonrt,  was  and  is  arrested  according  to  the  warrant  or 
mandate  which  was  issued  from  this  court,  and  that  he  has  given  bail 
for  his  appearance  here  this  day,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  N.  in  a 
certain  civil  and  maritime  cause.  But  that  the  said  N.,  the  plaintiff, 
neither  appears  in  person  nor  by  his  proctor,  and  neglects  to  prosecute 
his  cause ;  and,  moreover,  that  my  client  is  ready  to  produce  proper 
and  sufficient  securities  to  respond  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  action 
by  him  commenced,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  and  the 
rules  of  court  Wherefore,  I  pray  that  my  client  may  be  hence  dis- 
missed with  costs,  and  that  his  bail-bond  may  be  decreed  to  be 
returned  to  him  or  be  canceled."    Hall's  Adm.  Practice,  26, 
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T^i.  describes  the  proceedmg  thereon,  as  follows :  '^Then 
the  judge  shall  cause  the  plaintiff  to  be  publicly  called 
by  the  marshal  of  the  court ;  and  in  de&ult  of  his 
personal  appearance,  or  by^  his  proctor,  and  on 
account  of  his  utter  negligence  to  prosecute  his  suit^ 
the  judge,  in  his  discretion,  may  pass  such  a  decree 
as  has  been  prayed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
and  condenm  the  plaintiff  in  costs,  or  that  he  shall 
not  be  heard  at  any  future  day,  unless  the  defen- 
dant's costs  are  discharged,  or  he  may  grant  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  cause  until  some  future  court  day, 
and  then  decree  as  above ;  or  he  may  decree  that 
the  plaintiff  be  called  at  a  future  day,  under  the 
penalty  of  being  finally  dismissed  with  costs,  which 
taih«  is  the  more  usual  course."  But  it  is  not  supposed 
SrSaSaSA,  *^  ^  *^®  practice  of  any  of  our  courts  to  grant 
^  such  indulgences,  except  xmder  special  circumstances 
fnrmshing  ground  for  the  conclusion  that  the  libel- 
lant  intended  to  appear,  but  was  prevented  by 
misftpprehension  or  casualty ;  and  if  further  time  is 
allowed,  it  may  be  supposed  that  it  will  always 
be  untU  some  particular  day  designated  for  that 
purpose,  so  that  the  defendant  may  know  when  he 
is  again  required  to  appear,  and  only  on  payment 
of  costs.  Gle&ks  very  properly  advises  the  defen- 
dant, if  he  has  his  bail  in  court,  and  believes  that 
the  plaintiff  will  appear  and  prosecute  his  suit  on 
the  future  day  assigned,  '^to  enter  his  security  at 
once,  lest  he  might*  not  have  them  ready  on  the 
day  appointed  for  the  plaintiff's  appearance,  and  his 
bail-bond  should  be  decreed  to  be  forfeited.'' 
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* 

SECTION  n. 
Of  the  Nov-Afpxakahos  of  tbm  Difxndaht  ik  ah  Acnoir  tx 

PKUCHIAM,  ON  TBS  BbTUBN  DaT  OF  TBB  MiSHS  FbOOBSB. 

Having  in  the  last  section  stated  the  legal  efifect 
of  the  non-appearance  of  the  libellant  on  the  return 
day  of  the  mesne  process,  which,  in  general,  is  the 
simple  dismission  of  his  snit  with  costs  —  leaving 
him,  however,  at  liberty  to  institate  a  new  snit  —  it 
is  proposed  in  this  and  the  following  section  to  point 
oat  the  more  important  and  decisive  consequences 
of  a  similar  defanlt  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
an  action  in  peraonamj  or  of  any  claimant  in  a  suit 
in  rem  :  premising  only  the  general  applicability  in 
this  case,  also,  of  what  was  said  in  the  last  section, 
of  the  allowance  of  farther  time  to  the  libellant,  AitovaM 
apon  his  failnre  to  appear,  ander  circamstances  ^^. 
coming  to  the  knowledge  of  the  coort,  which  warratit 
the  presamption  that  an  appearance  was  intended. 

Whether  the  process  was  a  simple  warrant  of 
arrest,  or  a  warrant  of  arrest  with  a  clause  of 
attachment  therein  against  the  goods  aad  chattels 
of  the  defendant^  and  for  want  thereof,  his  credits 
and  effects  in  the  hands  of  garnishees;  or  a 
simple  monition  to  appear  aad  answer  to  the  libel ; 
if  the  process  be  retamed  dnly  executed,  the  pro- 
ceedings ihereon  are  the  same«  The  advocate  of 
the  libellant,  after  reading  or  stating  the  substimce  iMMaiit 
of  the  libel,  moves  that  the  defendant  be  called(a) ;  ^^S^';^ 

(a)  Gierke's  Pimxifl,  tit  9,    The  form  of  this  osll  in  ufe  in  the 
District  Oourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Pistrict  of  New* 

28 
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Yc^s.    and  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  partieB,  arising 

from  his  failure  to  appear  and  answer,  are  declared 

SibS^    and  regulated  by  the  following  rule :  "  If  the  defen- 

OM^BopraflM  ^^^^  g^^ji  ^^1^  ^^  refuse  to  make  due  answer  to  the 

libel  upon  the  return  day  of  the  process,  or  other 
day  assigned  by  the  court,  the  court  shall  pronounce 
him  to  be  in  contumacy  and  de£fiult,  and  thereupon 
the  libel  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  takenpro  oonfesw 
against  him,  and  the  court  shall  proceed  to  hear 
the  same  ex  paHe^  and  shall  adjudge  therein  as  to 
law  and  justice  shaU  appertain ;  but  the  court  may 
in  its  discretion  set  aside  the  default^  and,  upon  the 
application  of  the  defendant,  admit  him  to  make 
answer  to  the  libel  at  any  time  before  the  final 
hearing  and  decree,  upon  his  payment  of  all  the 
costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  time  of  granting  lea^e 
therefor.'' 
OMoM«r  This  rule  is  not  supposed  to  contemplate  the 
•StoJiL*^  necessary  intervention  of  any  period  of  time 
between  the  entry  of  the  defendant's  de&ult,  and 
that  of  the  order  to  take  the  libel  pro  oonfeeeo; 
nor,  indeed,  is  it  supposed  to  be  necessary  to  enter 
more  than  one  order  for  these  purposes.  No  objec* 
tion  is  perceived,  moreover,  to  incorporating  in 
this  order,  the  further  order,  when  the  case  is  such 
as  to  require  one,  directing  a  reference  to  thederk, 

York,  in  a  suit  in  personam,  is  as  follows :  "  C.  D.,  come  forth  and 
answer  the  libel  of  A.  B.,  which  has  just  been  read  (or,  indifferently, 
the  process  whereon  is  returnable  here  this  day),  on  pain  of  being 
pronounced  in  contumacy  and  default,  and  of  haying  the  libel  adjudged 
to  be  taken  pro  amfe$90  against  you." 


-• — w- 
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or  a  comm]88io]i6r(a).    The  provision  of  the  rule  ^'^^  •• 
relative  to  the  setting  aside  of  the  ^default"  may,  bStS^SL- 

(a)  Tbe  order  maj  be  in  the  following  form : 

At  a  Special  Session  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
states  of  America,  for  the  District  of  , 

held  at  in  the  said  District,  on  the 

daj  of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 

PnjBscHT :  Esqiiiref  Judge. 

aTK 

9. 

C.  D. 


The  mesne  process  returnable  this  day,  in  this  cause,  haying  been 
returned  duly  executed;  and  this  defendant,  although  publicly  called, 
haying  omitted  and  altogether  failed  to  a|^)ear  and  make  due  answer  to 
the  libel  filed  in  this  cause,  the  court,  on  motion  of  Mr.  , 

advocate  for  the  libellant,  doth  pronounce  him,  the  said  defendant,  to 
be  in  contumacy  and  default,  and  doth  order  and  adjudge  that  the  libel 
filed  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  taken  pro  confeno 
against  him. 

The  like  iokerefitrther  time  hoe  been  allowed^  to  the  defbndant  to 

answer :  see  next  chapter. 

This  day  having  been  assigned  by  an  order  of  the  court  made  in  this 
cause,  on  the  day  of  ,  for  the  defendant  to  answer  the 

libel  filed  therein;  and  the  sud  defendant,  although  publicly  called, 
hftTing  omitted  and  altogether  filled  to  make  due  answer  to  the  same, 
the  court,  on  motion,  etc.,  ae  in  the  kut  form. 

If  thflce  is  an  order  of  reference  to  the  clerk  or  a  commissioner, 
whidi,  according  to  the  suggestion  in  the  text,  is  to  be  embodied  in 
either  of  the  foregoing  orders,  then  add: 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that  it  be  referred  to  the  derk  (or  to  G. 
H.  residing  at  ,  who  is  hereby  appointed  a  conunissioner  for 

that  purpose),  to  compute  the  amount  due  to  the  libellant  on  account  of 
his  services  as  a  mariner  on  board  the  ship  (or  for  materials 

or  supplies  funushed,  or  for  labor  performed  in  repairing  or  building, 
or  in  fitting  out  the  ship  ,  or  due  on  the  charter-party,  or 

the  bottomry  bond,  etc.,  as  the  case  may  be),  mentioned  in  the  libel, 
and  report  thereon  with  all  convenient  speed. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  here,  also,  to  suljoin  a  form  for  the  report, 
may  be  as  fbllows :  , 


180  ADIOBALTT  FRAOTIGB. 

▼^s>  without  dijficnlty,  be  constnied  to  extend  to  the 
order  that  the  libel  be  taken^^ro  oonfeam;  it  beings 
as  the  learned  reader  will  recollect,  the  established 


} 


Dittriet  Court  of  the  United  StaUe  of  AmericOjfor  the  Duiriet  of 
A.  B. 

V. 

0-P'  )        To  the  Jndge  of  the  said  Court 

In  purauanoe  of  aa  order  of  thli  ooort,  made  in  the  aboye  cause,  on 
the  dajr  of  instant  [or  last  past],  bj  which  it  was 

referred  to  me  to  compute  and  ascertain  the  amount  due' to  the  Khellant 
for  principal  and  interest  on  account  of  the  materials  furnished  and 
labor  performed  by  the  libellant  in  the  repdr  [  or  bmlding  ]  of  the  ship 
*  [  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  in  the  last  form  ]  men- 
tioned and  set  forth  in  the  libel  in  this  cause :  I,  E.  F.,  clerk  of  the  sud 
court,  do  respectfully  certify  and  report  that  I  have  computed  and 
ascertained  the  amount  due  to  the  libellant  in  this  cause  as  aforesaid;  * 
and  that  the  amount  due  to  him  for  [etc.,  as  above,  or  on,  etc,  as 
above],  for  principal  and  interest  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  this 
report)  is  the  sum  of  «  •    And  I  do 

ftirther  certify  and  report,  that  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  mariced 
A,  and  making  a  part  of  this  my  report,  contains  a  statement  and 
account  of  the  principal  and  interest  moneys  due  to  the  libellant,  as 
Aforesaid,  the  period  of  the  computation  of  interest  and  its  rate,  and  to 
which,  for  greater  certainty,  I  refer. 

All  whudi  is  respectfoUy  submitted. 
Dated  E.  F.,  CZerJb. 

Schedule  marked  A,  r^rred  to  in  the  preceding  Bepcrt. 

One  topsail  fumished  by  the  libellant  for  the  use  of  the  ship  , 

on  the  day  of  j--------^ 

Ac.]  Ac. 

Or, 

Serrioes  as  a  mariner  rendered  by  the  libellant  on  board  the  ship 

,  commencing  on  the  day  of  ,  and  ending  on 

the  day  of  >  i^t  9        per  month,  -    -    -    -     9 

Or, 

One  diarter  jMurty  dated  [  etc,  stating  the  amount  stipulated  to 

be  pud  for  the  Toyage,  or  by  the  month,  for  the  freight  or  hire  of 

the  ship ;  and  if  by  the  month,  the  period  of  her  employment^  and 

when  the  freight  became  due  and  payable],  -    -    -    -    9 
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practioe  in  cliaiioery  to  treat  the  order  to  take  a  bill  ^^'  ^ 
pro  oonfeaeo  as  as  mere  order^  subject  to  be  opened 
or  vacated  at  the  instanoe  of  the  defendant,  npon 
anj  grounds  sufficient  to  excuse  his  defanit;  the 
raoBXB  pro  oonfe&ao  being  however,  in  this  respect^ 
precisely  like  any  other  final  decree.  The  role 
moreover  anthorizes  the  setting  aside  of  the  defianlt, 
^  at  any  time  before  the  final  hearing  and  decree.'' 
Bat  in  strictness  the  court  is  not  bound  to  defer  the  ooim  mi^ 
final  hearing  and  decree,  ont  of  any  indulgence  to  |iai<nit 


the  defendant;  and  it  sometimes  happens,  as  we  ^^ 
shall  presently  see,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  so 
for  any  purpose  of  substantial  justice.  But  to  pro- 
ceed, at  once,  to  the  actual  entry  of  the  final  decree, 
and  thuis  to  preclude  the  defendant  from  availing 
himself  of  this  provision  in  Ids  favor,  would  be 
rigorous,  and  might  subject  him  to  hardship.  Few  m  ^i^ 
cases,  however,  properly  admit  of  such  summary 
dispatch ;  and  it  is  presumed  to  be  the  practice  of 
all  our  courts,  in  general,  to  withhold  the  final 
decree  for  a  few  days,  even  in  such  cases(a). 

Or, 

OnebottomrfbondydAted  [eta,  deflcribmgit])  -    -    -    -    9 
Interest  thereon  from  to  ,  being  year 

moDtli     and  days,  at         per  centum  per  annmn,  is  9 

jlnKxmt  dne  libellant,  Dec.  18, 1847  [orasthecaMmajbe],  9 

These  fonns,  it  will  be  aeen,  are  adapted  to  caaee  of  liquidated 
damages.  Where  witnesses  or  the  parties  are  to  be  examined,  and  the 
eridenoe  or  lSb»  oommissSoner'B  opinion,  or  both,  are  to  be  reported,  or 
where  there  Is  a  special  reference  of  some  particular  salgect  of  inqunT-, 
the  order  of  reference  and  the  report  are,  of  course,  t<v  be  raried 
aooordinglj. 

(a)  Another  role  [the  40tfa]  authorizes  the  court  to  rescind  a 
decree  by  defeidt,  and  to  grant  a  reheariiig,  within  ten  days  after  the 
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▼OIL  t.  It  may  be  neoeasary  for  the  defendant,  in  ord^ 
rUSSS^JLt  ^  *vail  himself  of  the  relief  provided  by  the  above 
pinvei^  mentioned  rale,  to  make  an  ex  parte  application  for 
this  pnrpoee«  If  this  should  be  done,  the  eonrt 
would,  of  conise,  take  care  to  guard  against  surprise, 
by  requiring  actual  notice  to  the  proctor  for  the 
libellant,  and,  if  necessary,  abstaining  from  farther 
action  against  the  defendant  in  the  mean  time.  The 
application  i»  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  courts  and  is  by  no  means  to  be  granted  of 
^Dtod^  course.  It  was  said  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  a  case  in 
*~^  equity  before  him,  that  "After  an  order  to  take 
the  bill  jpro  oonfeaeo  has  been  obtained,  the  court 
will  at  least  see  the  answer  you  propose  to  put 
in(a).''  No  court  wiU  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  an 
advantage  which  he  has  fidrly  obtained,  for  the 
purpose  of  indulging  the  defendant  in  the  gratifica- 
tion of  a  litigious  spirit,  or  to  enable  him  to  avail 
himself  of  an  unconscientious  defence ;  and  it  would 
be  especially  inconsistent  with  the  principles  by 
which  courts  of  admiralty  profess  to  be  governed, 
to  do  so.  It  may  be  supposed,  therefore,  that  our 
courts  would  require  some  evidence  of  a  meritorious 
defence,  either  by  enforcing  the  rale  laid  down  by 
Lord  Eldon,  or  by  exacting,  at  least,  an  affidavit 
of  merits. 
}JJ^JJJJ^  The  rule,  it  will  be  remarked,  makes  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  of  the  defendant's  non- 
appearance and  that  of  his  appearing  and  omitting 

entry  of  the  decree,  on  terms.    This  rule  will  be  the  subject  of  com- 
ment in  the  seqneL 
(a)  Hemey,  OgUme,  11  Vesey,  77. 
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or  rafoting  to  make  doe  answer  to  the  libeL  In  ^^°^'  ^ 
neither  case,  therrfore,  is  the  libellant  allowed,  in 
the  language  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  take 
^  snch  decree  as  he  can  abide  by  f  but  the  court  is 
to  '*  proceed  to  hear  the  cause  ex  paHe^  and  judge 
therein  as  to  law  and  justice  shall  appertaiui" 

If  it  appears  on  the  fiice  of  the  libel  that  the  JJ^^** 
case  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  or 
if  it  appears  in  like  manner  or  from  the  evidence 
adduced  by  the  libellant,  that  there  is  no  just 
ground  for  a  decree  against  the  defendant^  the  libel 
will  be  dismissed  notwithstanding  the  defendant's 
default  And  so  where  there  are  two  defendants 
having  a  joint  interest,  against  one  of  whom  the 
libel  is  taken  pro  confeaso^  and  the  other  appears 
and  answers,  and  disproves  the  libellant's  case,  the 
libel  will  be  dismissed  as  to  both(a). 

It  will  be  recollected  that  the  libellant  has  a  right  Bi^t  or 
to  propound  interrogatories  to  the  defendant,  and  £2?^ 
that  the  latter  is  bound  to  answer  them.  It  is  not 
likely  to  be  often  necessary  for  the  libellant,  where 
the  defendant  offers  no  resistance  to  hid  claim,  to 
insist  upon  this  right;  but  if  a  case  should  occur 
where  justice  to  the  libellant  should  demand  it,  the 
court  would  doubtless  require  the  defendant  to 
answer,  and,  if  necessary,  enforce  its  order  by  the 
summary  process  of  attachment. 

The  forms  of  procedure  in  the  admiralty  bear,  in 
most  respects,  a  much  stronger  resemblance  to  those 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  than  to  those  pursued  by 

(a)  See  dcuonT.  Morrii  in  error,  10  Johnfon's  K,  534 
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yra^t.  ^0  oourtB  of  common  law ;  althongh  the  leT^se  of 
this' is  true  of  tiie  natnre  of  the  demairfb  cogaisable 
in  the  admiralty,  of  which,  indeed,  the  common  law 
ooorfa  poflsesB  a  concnrrent  jurisdiction. 

The  accustomed  and  well  known  modes  hj  which 
common  law  courts  ascertain  the  sum  which  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  under  an  interlocutory 
judgment  by  default,  is  by  the  report  of  an  officer 
of  the  court  (a  master,  in  the  King's  Bench ;  the 
derk,  in  New-Tork),  on  a  reference  to  him  for  that 
purpose,  in  cases  where  little  or  nothing  more  than 
mere  arithmetical  computation  is  required ;  and  by 
the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  a  writ  of  inquiry,  in  other 
cases.  But  the  reference  or  inquest  being  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  informing  the  conscience  of  the 
court,  the  court  itself,  it  is  said,  may,  in  all  cases,  if 
it  pleases,  assess  the  damages,  and  thereupon  give 
final  judgment(a).  In  courts  of  admiralty,  l^ere 
being  no  jury,  it  is  often  the  indispensable  duty  of 
^J!^a^  the  court  to  do  this.  When  the  amount  to  be 
awarded  to  l^e  libellant  is  altogether  unliquidated, 
and  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  out  of  which 
the  suit  arose  require  to  be  ascertained  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses,  the  task  of  first  carefully  weighing 
the  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
fisusts,  and,  when  ascertained,  of  applying  to  them 
sound  principles  of  law  and  justice,  ought  in  general 
to  be  performed  exclusively  by  the  judge  in  person. 
Of  this  description  are  suits  for  salvage,  all  suits  fc^ 
marine  tort,  whether  to  person  or  property  (except 

(a)  Sm  2  Aidibold'B  Pkmotioe,  20 


coimiifAcr  Aim  default.  i85 

u^  ^^^617  gl^A^i^  ttud  palpable  oases,  where  the  only  ^iH-  ^ 
questioii  to  he  detenuinlBd  is  the  valde  of  the  pro- 
perty  daafbr^ed),  aad,  generally  speaking,  petitory 
and  pof98eaiK>ry  soitisL  What  is  hdre  said  of  th^  duty 
of  the  JQj^^  mnst^  howerer,  be  taken  with  one  im- 
portant.  qnaliflcation,  spedfied  in  ojhb  of  the  new  - 
mlea.    lib  ordains  that  '^In  cases  where  the  court  1!^^^ 


■hdld«emitexpedk»ntorixaoe««ryfor1iepiuToe«  rS.^ 
ci  joBtice^  the  court  jcnay  refer  any  matters  arising 
in  the  progress  of  the  sait  to  one  or  more  com- 
BUSBAOKieiv  to  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  hear  the 
parties^  and  make  report  therein ;  and  snch  commis* 
sioner  or  commissioners  shall  have  and.  possess  all 
the  powers  in  the  premises  which  are  nsnally  given 
to  or  exerdsed  by  masters  in  chancery,  in  references 
to  them,  including  the  power  to  administer  oaths  to 
and  examine  the  parties  and  witnesses  touching  the 
premiseB(a).''  This  rule  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  intended  to  subserve  two  purposes :  the  one, 
the  more  speedy  dispatch  of  business,  by  preventing 
delays  in  conrt^  for  want  of  time;  the  other,  the 
saving  of  expense  to  parties  when  the  witnesses 
reside  at  a  distance  remote  from  the  court. 

The  power  of  reference  given  by  the  rule,  it  will 
be  seen,  is  very  oomin^hensive.  All  questions  of 
£eu^  even  those  embracmg  the  whole  merits  of  the 
case,  may,  in  a  suit  in  chancery,  it  is  supposed,  be 
referred  to  a  master;  and  he  may  be  required, 
according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  case,  to  report 
the  evidence  in  ea^teneo  with  his  opinion  thereon,  or 

(a)  SeeAppendSz;  RnlexuTt 
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T^^  fidmply  liis  opinion,  or  his  opinion  with  liis  feasons 
therefor ;  or,  in  cases  depending  on  mere  compotar 
tion,  only  the  result.  It  has  long  been  a  fiamliar 
practiee  in  the  High  Gonrt  of  Admiralty  of  England, 
to  refer  matters  of  fact  dep^iding  on  oommerdal 
nsage,  or  requiring  mercantile  knowledge  or  skill, 
to  the  ^r^istrar  and  merchants,"  and  to  require 
their  report  and  opinion  thereon ;  and  such  also  has 
been  the  practice  of  our  own  courta(a).  But  to 
whatever  extent  beycmd  this  the  new  rule  confers 
the  power  of  reference,  it  is  supposed  to  be  an 
innovation  upon  the  antecedent  practice  as  genwally 
understood* 


(a)  Analogoiu  to  this  pvfctioe  is  that  moet  oonTeiikiit  and  naefiil 
one  preyailixig  in  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiraltyi  of  calling  two 
^  masters  of  the  Trinity  House "  into  court,  ts  is  almost  uniformlj 
done  in  oases  of  collision,  to  hear  the  evidence,  and,  at  its  dose,  to 
gire  their  opinion  theieon.    (See  the  Reports  of  Cases  in  the  English 
Admiralty,  patnm,)    These  masters  or  ^<  Elder  Brethren."  of  the 
Trinity  House  are  sometimes  called  OMesson^  as  reiferees  also  some- 
times are  in  our  courts.    It  is  only  upon  the  question,  which  vessel,  if 
either,  was  in  fault,  that  their  oinnion  is  required ;  and  although  I 
hare  met  with  no  case  in  which  their  opinion  was  disregarded,  yet  it 
is  not,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  binding  on  the  court.    (Tke  Speedy  2 
Wm.  Robinson's  R.,  225.)    The  question  of  damages  in  cases  (^  col- 
lision seems  to  be  invariably  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants. 
In  this  country,  nautical  men  are  called  as  witnesses  for  this  purpose. 
But  in  references  under  the  rule,  experts  may  be  selected  as  commia- 
sioners  \  and  in  cases  not  only  of  collision,  but  of  suits  on  contracts 
of  affreightment  depending  on  questions  of  seaworthiness  or  of  nautical 
usage  or  skill,  such  references  may  be  found  condndve  to  justice. 
Instead  of  the  connoting  opinions  of  witnesses  selected  by  the  parties, 
and  testifying  under  the  influence  of  prejudice,  or  of  impressions 
derived  fh>m  partial  representations,  the  coiprt  might  thus  expect  to 
obtain  the  deliberate  and  impartial  judgments  of  men  acting  under  a 
sense  of  responsibility  analogous  to  that  which  pertains  to  the  judicial 
office. 
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When  after  an  order  to  take  the  libel />ro  otm^^  ohar*. 
a  cause  reqinring  pToo&  is  bronght  before  the  court  Q^*!nft7 
on  itB  final  bearing,  the  right  of  the  libellant  to  a 
decree  in  his  favor  bein^  uncontested,  and  the  object 
bring  to  «.We  the  »^  ^^ftrtorBy  to  detJb, 
the  amoont  to  be  awarded,  it  is  ior  the  jndge  to 
dedde  when,  in  his  opinion,  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
for  this  pnrpose;  and  he  may  require  further  proofe, 
or  may  arrest  the  further  introduction  of  those 
ofiered.  In  the  English  admiralty,  voluntary  affi-  Affld«Tiii. 
davits  are  often  received.  I  have  not  learned  that 
this  practice  has  been  adopted  in  any  of  the  Ameri- 
can courts;  but  though  this  species  of  evidence 
ought  in  general  to  be  r^arded  with  distrust,  and 
acted  upon  with  great  caution,  it  is  doubtless  within 
the  discretion  of  our  courts  4o  receive  it,  where  the 
libellant  has  it  not  in  his  power  to  obtain  other 
evidence,  or  cannot  do  it  without  great  expense  or 
delay. 

Unless   the  libellant  is  prepared  to  give  the  ^ttid 
requisite  evidence  on  tibe  return-day  of  the  process,  Swmc. 
which  in  our  courts  he  is  permitted  to  do,  a  future 
day,  generally  near  at  hand,  is  appointed  for  the 
hearing,  as  in  contested  cases ;  and  it  is  the  practice  sMtior 
at  least  of  some  of  the  courts,  not  only  to  permit  the  IJS2?^' 


Jibdiant's  witnesses  to  be  cross-examined,  but  also  to  toS^  ^ 

4I6IM6  In 

hear  direct  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  defendant^  in 


mitigation  of  dam^es.  '^  Witnesses  are  summoned,^ 
says  Judge  Bxns,  speaking  of  his  own  court,  ^  and 
the  same  proceedings  had  as  on  contested  trials,  the 
advocate  of  the  defendant  being  allowed  to  cross- 
examine  them,  or  offer  testimony  on  his  part  miti- 
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TOI.1. 


when  pro* 


0mm  not 
requiring 
procdb. 


gating  the  Tecoveij(ay.^  And  in  a  case  in  the 
District  Gonrt  of  the  United  Stutes  for  the  DigtticC 
of  Maine,  wtiat  the  learned  judge  of  that  eenrt 
nndeiBtood  to  \)e  the  law  on  the  sabject  <m  thus 
mitnmed  np  itt  tibe  marginal  abstract  of  tbe  case : 
'^Before  the  defendant  can  be  heard  in  his  defence 
or  introduce  new  evidence  m  the  cause,  he  most 
appear  and  contest  the  soit  either  by  exceptions  to 
the  libel,  or  by  answering  it  If  he  does  neidieri 
tiie  court  will  hear  and  adjudge  ^e  cause  ex  part$ 
npon  the  evidence  offered  by  the  libellant;  bnt 
when  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has  negleeied 
to  put  in  his  answer  through  ignorance  of  the 
practice  of  the  conrt^  and  is  at  the  time  of  tiie 
hearing  absent^  the  coort  is  not  prednded  firom 
receiving  any  evidences  which  his  counsel  may  offisr 
BB  amtcue  €itrieB{by^ 

At  the  close  of  the  hearing,  the  covt  either  pro- 
nounces its  decision  on  the  spot,  or,  when  necessary, 
holds  the  case  under  advisement,  for  the  purpoise  of 
more  mature  consideration. 

In  cases  arising  ex  oantractUj  little  or  no;  evidence 
in  addition  to  the  oaith  of  the  libellant,  and  the  im- 
plied admission  of  the  defendant^  is  usually  required. 
In  most  instances  a  definite  sum  is  claimed  and  shown 
by  the  libel  to  be  due.  In  suits  by  material-men, 
and  for  mariners'  wages,  it  is  customary  and  proper 
also,  though  not  necessary (c),  to  subjoin,  at  the  end 
of  the  libel,  a  schedule  or  account,  stating  ihe  items 


(a)  P«tt8'8  Adia,  Pnctioe,  38. 

(b)  7%e  Davui  Pratt,  Ware's  R.,  495. 

(c)  Pratt  T.  77bma#,  Ware's  R.,  427, 431. 
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aad  prices  of  sapplieB  Amushed,  or^the  qnantom  of   <ibap*«. 
labor  or  services  perfbrmed,  and  4e  ^payi^eats,  if   , 
any,  wUioh  have  been  xsiade,  and  iBClbbitiog  the  exact 
balance  claimed^    In  SQito  on  bottomry  bonds,  and    j 
on  ohartei>partie^  by  the  ship-ownlr  against  the    ^ 
charterer,  the  .amonnt  of  the  dienuind  nnist  necessa- 
rily appear,  also,  on  the  face  of  the  libel ;  to  which, 
moreover,  a  oopy  of  the  iiistnmient  on  which  the 
suit  is  fomided,  nsnally  is,  and  onght  to  be  annexed.  * 
In  such  cases,  therefore,  ho  proofii  are  necessary. 
The  Jndge  may  himsdf  determiiie  the  amoimt  to  be  2^^nBM«<» 
decreed,  or,  which  is  the  usual  practice^  he  may  refer  2^ 
the  matter  to  the  ckrk,  x>r  to  a  commiasioner,  to 
make  the  requisite  examitaatiim  and  computations, 
and  to  state  the  accomit  between  the  parties.   : 

Bnt  there  are  cases  arii^ng  from  oontraet,  where 
it  wonld  be  nnsafe  to  rely  on  the  libellanVs  repre* 
sentation  of  his  own  case.  His  statements,  though 
substantially  true,  may  be  exaggerated,  and  the 
damages  claimed  may  be  excessive.  Suits  &r  the 
non-performance  of  contracts  for  the  oonyeyance  of 
goods,  especially  when  instituted  for  the  reeovety  of 
damages  arising  from  injury  to  the  goods,  and  not 
from  the  absolute  loss  of  them,  are  generally  of  this 
nature ;  and  suits  founded  upon  any  other  maritime 
contract,  not  exceptihg  those  above  mentioned,  may 
happen  to  be  so  circumstanced  as  to  bring  them 
within  the  same  category. 

In  such  cases  the  court  will,  in  its  discretion, 
either  refer  the  matters  requiring  proois  to  the 
derk  or  a  comtmssioner ;  or,  if  the  case  presents  one 
or  more  questions  depending  on  mercantile  usage, 


190  ADlORALTr  FBAOnOR 

^^^  or  requiring  mepcantile  or  otiier  profeGdoiial  know- 
ledge or  skill,  to  rock  merckants  or  otker  experts 
(to  be  acHociated  viik  ike  derk  or  a  commiaskmw, 
or  not,  as  seems  fit)  as  ike  court  skall  appoint  for 
tkat  pnrpose ;  or,  ike  judge  will  kear  and  dedde 
upon  ike  evidence  directly,  in  person. 

It  is  an  establiqked'  and  pervading  principle  of 
admiralty  procedure,  ikat  parties  are  bound  at 
ikeir  peril  to  take  notice  of  ike  proceedings  of  ike 
court,  witkout  formal  notification.  Wk^  tkerefbre, 
tke  report  of  tke  clerk  or  ccmimisrioner  is  filed,  ike 
libeUant  is  bound  on  pain,  as  in  otker  cases  of 
delinquency,  of  kaving  kis  suit  dismissed,  at  ike 
instance  of  tke  defendant^  for  want  of  prosecution, 
to  bring  ike  report  before  tke  court,  and,  unless  ke 
excepts  to  it,  to  move  for  its  confirmation  and  for  a 
final  decree  ikereon;  and  upon  suck  motion  ike 
defendant  is  entiiled  to  be  keard,  and  to  except  to 
tke  report,  but  is  not  entiiled  to  any  notice  of  tke 
motion(a). 

Tke  custom  of  dispensing  wiik  formal  notices 
migkt  in  our  courts  sometimes  be  made  productive 
of  injustice  and  kardskip  by  a  practicer  disposed  to 
abuse  it;  but  ikere  are  kappily  few  suck  men 
among  ike  legal  profesedon,  and  tke  prevalent 
practice  of  abstaining  fix)m  all  unfoir  advantages^ 
and  of  appriring  ike  proctor  of  tke  opposite  party 
of  any  adversary  step  about  to  be  taken,  and  enter- 

(a)Bett8'8Adiii.Practioe,38,39.  By  an  ezprees  rule  of  the  District 
Oonrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Soathem  District  of  New-York^ 
the  libellant  is  limited  to  four  days  to  more  for  the  conflmiation  of 
his  report    lb.,  and  Rule  35. 
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iBg  into  amagemeniB  dictated  bya  spirit  of  conrte^  ^^^  ^ 
and  of  mutaal  accommodatioD,  is  foiipd  to  be  a 
sufficient  antidote  to  any  evils  which  might  other- 
wise resolt  from  die  nsage  in  question. 


SEOnONIIL 
Or  TBB  Nok-Appxaba9Cs  of  akt  Claimant  nr  ah  Action  nr 

KMMt  ON  THI  BsrUBN  DAT  OV  THB  MbbNX  PftOOXSS. 

It  seemed  to  be  advisable,  for  the  sake  of  simpli"» 
city  and  perspicnity,  not  to  blend  the  subjects  of 
the  last  and  present  sections ;  and  it  was  found  to 
be  more  convenient  to  notice  suits  mpersonam  first 
in  order;  although  the  action  m  rem  is  the  favorite 
r^nedy  of  suitors  in  the  admiralty,  and  is  con- 
sequenily  much  more  £reque;itly  resorted  to  than 
the  action  in  personam  ;  but  in  reality,  nearly  all 
that  has  been  said  in  the  last  section  respecting  suits 
of  the  latter  description  ia  equally  applicable  to 
those  of  the  former.  The  29th  rule  above  recited 
makes  no  distinction  in  this  respect,  but  it  was 

unquestionably  intended  to  embrace  both  forms  of 
action;  although  the  appellation  ^defendant"  is 
not  strictly  applicable  to  a  suit  i/n  rem  before  the 
appearance  of  a  claimant  But  in  this  form  of 
action,  all  persons  who  have  or  pretend  to  have 
any  interest  in  the  thing  proceeded  against  are 
cited  to  appear  and  answer  the  libellant ;  and  all 
such  persons  are  accordingly  entitled  to  appear  as 
claimants,  and,  on  showing  that  they  have  in  fact 
such  interest^  to  make  themselves  parties  defendant 
in  the  suit 


UM 
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^^^  The  natvre  of  the  mtarert,  fOQ^  the  evidenee  to 
eBtablieh  it|  requisite  to  confer  this  71^1%  wUl  be 
eoDsidtted  in  the  next  ehepter;  the  des^n  of  the 
present  section  being  only  to  point  out  the  paroceed- 
ings  immediately  consequent  on  the  non-appearance 

S^XS^  of  any  person  to  contest  the  libellant's  demand. 

toiMwiM.  As  in  the  action  iai  personam^  proclamation  is 
made  by  the  crier  of  the  court^  calling  upon  all 
persons,  haying  a  right  to  do  so,  to  appear  and 
answer  tibie  libel(a)«  If  no  daixnant  appears^  the  libel 

(a)  The  formula  in  use  for  this  purpose  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
ITnited  States  ibr  the  HorCheni  Bistriet  of  New-Toik  w  sis  foEowa: 
^  All  psnpDB  hanqg  or  protencyog  to  ha^e  aoj  ne^t^  title  or  iotneat 
in  the  ship  ,  her  tackle^  apparel  an4  fiimiture,  amfrted  at  tha 

suit  of  A.  B.  on  process  returnable  here  this  day,  come  fbrth,  assert 
your  tclaims  and  answer  the  lib^  of  the  said  A.  B.,  on  pain  of  being 
pfonoonoed  incantoMsty  and  de&ult^and  of  having  the  libeladyudged 
to  be  taicen  pro  cot^k$90,  agnnst  you." 

The  form  of  the  proclamation  used  in  the  same  court,  and  in  substsnce^ 
I  presumei  also,  in  the  other  courts,  in  cabes  of  municipal  seizure,  is  as 
i>UoWB:  ^.  If  any  person  cAnan^  say  why  the  artides  menlioned  in 
the  Iftel  [or  ^information]  wlndi  has  Jtist  been  read  ahoilld  not  be 
condeiMied  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  let  him  come  forth  and 
he  shall  be  heard."  In  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New-York,  it  seems  that  in  private  suits  the  pro- 
clluifstion  is  also  for  ''all  persons  having  anything  to  say- why  the 
property  arrested  should  not  be  condemnMd  and  sold  for  the  benefit  of 
the  libellant,  to  come  in  and  make  their  allegations  in  that  behalf." 
(Betts's  Adm.  Piactioe,  S6.)  I  perceive,  also,  ^t  it  is  customary  in 
this  c6untry  to  insert,  at  the  dose  of  the  libel|  a  prayer  that  the  siiip 
or  other  property  be  condemned  i^d  sold,  eta  I  am  not  able,  however, 
to  discern  any  propriety  in  this  form  of  expression  thus  applied ;  and 
I  infer  that  it  must'have  been  inadvertently  borrowed  from  cases  of 
municipal  seizure  and  of  priae,  where  the  decree  against  the  thing  is 
properly  enough,  and  for  obvious  reasons,  denominated  a  decree  of 
candemnatiofu  But  the  arrest  of  property  in  virtue  of  a  maritime 
lien,  at  the  suit  of  a  private  suitor,  differs  very  widely  from  the  seizure 
of  pcoperty  at  the  suit  of  the  government  to  enforce  a  forfoltuxe  or  a 
capture^/ure  heUL    The  olject  of  the  anest  is  merely  to  obtain  sect*- 
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18  adjudged  to  be  taken  pro  oanfe^so  against  all   <nAF.«. 
persona  whatever ;  and  if  a  claimant  appears,  nA  is 
admitted  as  snch,  then  against  all  other  pei8ons(a). 

rUjf  for  a  debt  or  other  demand,  for  which  the  owner  is  also  penooafl  j 
responsible,  predselj  as  in  a  suit  in  a  state  court  commenced  by 
attachment  i  and  in  point  of  fkct,  the  property  arrested  is  rarely  sold, 
being  usually  retomed  to  the  owner,  on  the  substitution  of  personal 
■eoority  jtendsnie  HUy  or  on  the  payment  of  the  sum  awarded  to  the 
libellant  by  the  final  decree.  In  the  English  admiralty,  neither  the 
term  eondemnoHon  nor  any  one  of  like  import  occurs  either  in  the 
jnimum  decretumy  awarcUng  (he  possession  of  the  property  to  the  libel- 
haatf  or  in  the  eobeequeiit  decree  of  sale  on  a  perishable  monition,  to 
aatisiy  the  decree;  and  I  repeat  that  it  appears  to  me  to  be  wholly 
misapplied  in  our  own  practice. 

(a)  The  form  of  the  order  given,  saprti,  p.  179,  note,  in  an  action  in 
ferwenam^  muat^  of  course,  be  Taried,  so  as  to  adi^t  it  to  the  form  of 
action  now  under  consideration,  and  may  be  as  follows : 

A.B. 

The  Ship  ,  her  tackle,  etc.  [or  as  the  case  may  be]. 

The  mesne  process  returnable  this  day,  in  this  cause,  haying  been 
vetuned  duly  executed ;  and,  upon  proclamation  duly  made  for  all 
persons  haYing  or  pretending  to  haye  any  right,  title  or  interest  in  the 
said  ship  ,  her  tackle,  etc  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  to  appear 

and  make  due  answer  to  the  libel  filed  in  this  cause,  no  person  haying 
^ipeared  to  answer  the  same,  the  court,  on  motion  of  Mr.  , 

adyocate  for  the  libellant,  doth  pronounce  all  persons  whatsoeyer  to  be 
in  contumacy  and  de&ult,  and  doth  order  and  a4judge  that  the  libel 
filed  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  taken  jiro  cofj/esffo  against 
all  peiaons  whatsoeyer. 

If  a  daimant  appears  and  puts  in  an  answer,  or  is  allowed  fiirther 
time  to  do  so,  the  foregoing  form  will  require  to  be  yaried  as  follows : 
After  the  words  "  make  due  answer  to  the  libel  filed  in  this  cause," 
insert:  0.  D.  [or  G.  D.  and  E.  F.,  eta,  as  the  case  may  be],  appeared 
aa  claimant  [or  claimants]  of  the  said  ship  ,  her  tackle,  etc  [or 

aa  the  case  may  be;  and  if  the  claim  extends  only  to  a  part  of  the 
proper^  arrested,  specify  the  part  dwmedJiand  made  due  answer  to 

25 
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YOU  t.  In  all  other  req^ecta^  the  proceedings  in  an  action 
m  wm^  nt  this  stage  of  the  sait,  are  l^e  same  as 
those  in  an  action  mperwnam^  as  already  described. 
The  form  of  the  decree  when  the  libel  is  taken 
as  confessed,  and  the  mode  of  enforcing  it^  are 
essentially  the  same  as  when  the  suit  is  contested. 
These  and  other  matters  more  or  less  intimately 
related  to  the  subject  of  the  present  chapter,  will 
be  more  fhUy  considered  hereafter. 
^SSmi^  In  suits  inperaonam^  where,  as  is  nsnally  the  case, 
bail  has  been  given  to  pay  tibe  snm  awarded  by  the 
decree,  the  decree  is  enforced  against  the  defendant 
and  his  sureties. 

In  suits  in  rem^  when  the  property  has  bee& 
delivered  to  the  owner  on  a  bond  or  stipulation,  the 
decree  is  enforced  in  like  maner ;  and  where  it 
remains  in  custody,  by  a  sale  of  the  property. 
STaSm  J^  England,  no  decree  for  contumacy  in  an  action 
oTAdBi.  in  rem  is  pronounced  until  after  four  successive 
defaults.  On  the  return  day  of  tlie  process,  as  in 
our  courts,  all  persons  having  a  right  to  appear  are 
publicly  called  in  court    No  one  appearing,  the 

the  uid  libel  [or  prajed  Ibrdier  time  until  the  day  of  to 

make  due  answer  to  the  said  libel,  which  was  allowed  by  the  oonrt] ; 
and  no  other  person  haying  appeared  to  answer  the  same,  the  ooort,  on 
motion  of  Mr.  ,  advocate  for  the  libeUant,  doth  pronoonoe  all 

other  persons,  except  the  said  0.  D.  [or  0.  D.  and  E.  F.,  etc.],  to  be  in 
contomacy  and  de&ult,  and  doth  order  and  adjudge  that  the  Kbel  filed 
In  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  taken  fro  con/esto  against  all 
other  persons  whatsoerer,  except  the  said  0.  D.  [or  0.  D.  and  S.  F^ 
etc].  « 

The  order  of  reference  and  the  report  thereon,  with  the  exceptioB 
of  one  or  two  slight  and  obrioos  Tevbal  diflbrenoes,  are  the  tame  in 
this  form  of  action  as  in  an  action  in  fenonam* 
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aetion  is  said  to  proceed  in  pcmam  dontvmoGUB,;  and  ^^^'  *■ 
in  p«n  of  their  contumacy,  the  ship,  etc^  or  rather 
they  are  said  to  incnr  the  first  default.  Time  \A 
then  given  to  them  to  appear  at  the  next  court-day, 
which  is  technically  called  continuing  the  certificate 
of  the  execution  of  the  warrant  to  that  day,  when 
they  are  again  called ;  and  this  is  repeated  until  the 
fourth  default  has  been  incurred  (a).  The  proctor 
for  the  plaintiff  thereupon  exhibits  a  petition  stating 
the  cause  of  action,  reciting  the  defaults  incurred, 
and  praying  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  put  in  post 
session  of  the  ship,  etc.,  to  the  extent  of  his  demand, 
to  the  end  that  the  property  may  be  preserved,  A 
schedule  of  expenses  to  be  taxed  is  at  the  same 
lime  exhibited,  together  with  the  instrument,  if  any, 
as  a  bottomry  bond,  for  example,  on  which  the  suit 
is  founded.  The  court  then  decrees  that  the  plaintiff 
shall  be  put  in  possession  of  the  ship,  etc.,  he  first 
^ving  security  to  answer  for  the  same  to  any  person 
claiming  right,  or  intervening  for  his  interest  within 
a  year.  This  is  called  the  first  decree  *-*^97mm 
decretwn^    But  as  the  plaintiff  is  not  premitted  to 
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use  the  property  or  appropriate  its  proceeds,  this  / 

decree  in  his  favor  would  prove  but  a  barren  remedy  ^ 

(a)  They  ttv?  on  eidi  day,  ^  thrice  called.'^  (2  Bro.  Ciy.  and  Adm. 
Law,  399.)  Whether,  in  any  of  our  courts,  the  call  is  thiu  repeated, 
I  am  not  appdaed.  In  the  courts  of  the  New-Tork  districts  there  is 
bat  one  call.  It  seems  to  be  nnderstood,  bowerer,  when  a  party  is  to 
be  celled,  in  the  Sopreme  Ooort,  preparatory  to  any  order  or  proceed- 
iilg  founded  on  his  defimlt,  that  three  cells  are  to  be  made.  See  the 
esse  of  Waith  t.  The  United  SUOee,  1  Howard's  R.,  28,  where  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  **  three  times  solemnly  called  by  the  marshal  to 
come  into  court  and  jwoeecate  his  writ  of  error." 
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T^s*  ^ere  it  not  usually  a  matter  of  course  for  the  conrt^ 
at  the  inataace  of  the  plaintifl^  to  decree  a  sale  of 
the  property  and  the  application  of  its  proceeds  to 
the  satisfaction  of  his  daima.  For  this  porpose,  an 
allegation  is  made  of  the  perishable  condition  of  the 
property,  and  of  its  actual  oc  probable  deterioratioti 
by  time,  concluding  with  a  prayer  that  it  may  be 
appraised  and  decreed  to  be  sold,  and  that  the 
moneys  arising  from  the  sale  be  brought  into  the 
registry  of  the  court  Upon  this  the  court  decrees 
what  is  called  a  perishable  monition,  which  is  a 
citation  to  be  served  by  affixing  it  on  the  Itoyal 
Exchange,  to  all  persons  in  general,  having  any  inteiv 
est  adverse  to  that  of  the  plaintiff  to  appear  in  court 
on  a  certain  day,  and  show  cause  why  the  petition  of 
the  plaintiff  should  not  be  granted.  After  a  sum- 
mary hearing,  the  court  decrcies  a  commission  of  sale. 
In  Ireland,  as  Doctor  Browhs  informa  ua,  the 
commission  of  appraisement  and  sale,  at  the  time 
when  he  wrote,  usually  followed  the  defaults  directly, 
without  the  intesaediatej>r^t^md<5it?r6^um/  fiprac* 
tice,  however,  which  he  admits  to  have  been  irregu- 
lar(a) ;  and  even  in  Ibgland,  vague  noti<m8  seem  to 
have  prevailed  upon  the  subject($).    It  is  somewhat 

(a)  2  Browne's  Glt.  and  Adm.  Law,  399-404. 

(b)  The  case  of  Tke  Eaxtery  1  Robinson's  R.,  173,  which  oocumd 
soon  after  the  aooession  of  Sir  Willum  Scott,  will  s«rve  to  illustrate 
this  remark.  An  application  was  made  to  the  court  for  the  allowance 
of  interest  from  the  date  of  the  primum  decretumy  in  a  suit  on  a  bot- 
tomry bond.  *'  Let  m^  ascertain  the  correct  practice  of  the  courts" 
said  Sir  William  Scott  :  ''  This  primum  decretumf  I  peroeive,  gives 
not  only  possession  of  the  ship,  but  of  the  proceeds  also*  Is  not  this 
going  a  step  too  &r  7"  The  advocate  lor  the  petitioner  replied  that  he 
feared  that  was  irregular.    Sir  William  Scott  then  proceeded,  in 
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remarkable  that  the  antiquated,  dilatory  and  op-  cbap.*. 
preefidve  formalities,  very  summarily  and  imperfectly 
above  detailed,  should  have  escaped  the  enlightened 
and  searching  spirit  of  reform  manifested  within  the 
last  few  years  in  that  conntry,  in  regard  to  its  entire 
system  of  jnrispmdence,  not  excepting  that  of  the 
admiralty. 

praMMmdng  his  judgment,  to  Btate  the  correct  prsctice  as  follows :  ^  It 
•fypein  that  a  prifmum  deerehtm  was  obtained  so  long  ago  as  last 
June ;  \fa%  in  obtaining  it,  the  partj  seems  to  haye  gone  fiurther  than 
the  forms  of  the  court  would  allow.  The  effect  of  that  decree  should 
be  only,  in  the  first  instance,  to  pat  the  party  into  the  possession  of 
the  thing.  AH  further  proceedings  of  the  sale,  and  power  orer  the 
fNTDoeeds,  should  be  by  subsequent  application  to  the  court  In  this 
case  the  ship  was  sold  without  application  to  the  court  When  the 
court  signed  the  decree,  it  could  not  haye  been  aware  that  the  tenor 
of  the  decree  was  not  in  the  usual  form ;  and  that  it  went  farther  than 
audi  a  decree  should  go,  in  conduding  with  a  power  over  the  ship  and 
proceeds."  See  the  form  of  the  first  decree  in  a  suit  for  wages;  Mar- 
riott's Formulaiy,  295 ;  et  infra,  ch.  11,  note. 
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tot,  9. 


CHAPTER  VIL 

Or  THK  Pboceedimos  upov  thb  Appsa&anox  of  ths  Pastixs 

OH  TBS  ReTUBIT-DaT  OV  THB  PHOOBSS, 

Upon  the  appearance  of  the  adverse  parties  in  conrt^ 
it  behooves  them,  not  in  a  captions  and  liti^ons 
spirit^  which  a  conrt  of  admiralty  never  indulges, 
bat  with  a  prudent  regard  to  their  substantial  inte- 
rests, to  look  to  their  respective  rights, 
jjnrjgr^  If,  by  the  rules  of  the  court,  the  libellant  is  re- 
toyuiMUMit.  quire^  Qn  filing  his  libel,  to  give  security  for  costs, 

and  to  appear  irom  time  to  time  and  abide  the  orders 
of  the  court(a),  the  defendant  or  claimant  has  a 
right,  if  this  security  has  not  already  been  given,  to* 
call  upon  the  court  to  direct  it  to  be  now  given, 
before  the  libellant  shall  be  permitted  further  to 
prosecute  his  suit 
1^^^  The  libellant  also  possesses  a  correspondent  right 
ttMiiMi «»  rpj^^  defendant,  in  an  action  m  personam^  may  not^ 
on  his  arrest  in  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  arrest,  have 
given  bail  to  the  action  in  pursuance  of  rule  third 
of  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court  He 
may,  on  the  contrary,  have  given  bail  only  for  his 

{a)  As  bj  a  role  of  the  District  Ooort  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New-Tork,  he  is,  in  imitation  of  a  kw  of  the  state  courtSi  reqmred  to 
do,  when  he  is  a  non-resident  of  the  district,  except  in  suits  fw  mari- 
ners' wages,  and  in  suits  by  salvors  in  possession  of  the  aalred  proper^. 
See  Appendix,  Rule  xii. 
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appearance,  according  to  the  antecedent  practice(e7) ;  <^-  ^ 
or  he  may  have  been  brought  into  court  under  arrest 
for  want  of  balL  The  process  against  him  may  also 
have  been  a  simple  monition.  In  each  of  these 
ciiises,  the  libellant  has  a  right  now  to  call  npon  him 
either  to  give  bail  to  the  action,  according  to  the 
general  role  of  admiralty  procedure ;  or,  if  it  appears 
that  he  is  nnable  to  obtain  sureties  for  the  payment 
of  the  debt  or  damages  which  may  be  awarded 
against  him,  he  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  courts 
be  required  only  to  give  a  stipulation  with  sureties 
in  such  sum  as  the  court  shall  direct,  to  pay  all  costs 
and  expenses  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him 
according  to  the  twenty-fifth  rule(^). 

I  ha^e  ventured,  also,  in  a  former  chapter,  to  refer 
to  the  practice  observed  in  the  civil  law  courts,  and 
in  the  ikigUsh.  admiralty,  of  taking  what  is  called  a 
juratoiy  caution,  when  the  defendant  was  unable  to 
find  sureties,  as  a  practice  prevailing,  or  at  least  ad- 
missible in  our  own  courts.  One  of  the  rules  of  the 
district  courts  composing  the  First  Circuit  expressly 
declares  that  **  In  proper  cases,  the  court  will  permit 
the  defendant  to  give  a  juratory  caution  or  stipular 
tioflu"  The  new  rules  are  silent  with  respect  to  this 
form  of  security;  but  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  been 
intended  by  them  to  abrogate  any  existing  rules  of 
procedure  not  inconsistent  with  them,  and  they  ex- 


Jnnitofy 


(a)  Aa  to  his  right  still  to  do  which,  vide  iupniy  p.  100,  et  #eg. 

(6)  Vide  ewproy  pp.  92, 93.  Ai  to  the  right,  at  this  or  tnj  siihse- 
({oeiit  stage  of  the  suit,  of  the  lihellant  to  exact  new  sureties,  and  of 
the  defendant  to  ask  to  hare  the  amount  of  his  hail-bond  reduced,  vuis 
s^proyp.  112. 
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^^^  pmidy  nc(^iiize  the  power  of  the  conrtB  to  r^^ 
their  own  practice  '^in  sach  maimer  as  thej  shall 
deem  moat  expedient  for  the  due  admiiuatration  of 
jnatiee,  in  all  cases  not  provided  for  by  the^  new 
nd6s(a).  I  presome,  therefore,  when  the  learned 
jadge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Sonthem  District  of  New*York,  speaking  of  the 
juratory  cantiony  remarks  that  ^modern  j»actice 
has  not  employed  this  oath(&),''  he  must  be  under, 
stood  to  refer  to  the  practice  of  Ids  own  court  in 
particular.  He  adds,  however,  of  the  ^*  modem 
practice,"  that  it  "  acts  in  relief  of  the  indigent  suitcMr 
by  mitigating  his  bail,  or  exonerating  him  wholly 
from  giving  it;"  so  that,  even  as  understood  by  him, 
it  differs  from  the  general  civil  law  and  admiralty 
*  practice  only  in  the  omission  of  the  promissory  oath 
of  the  party  that  he  will  fulfil  his  engagements(o)« 
It  is  doubtless  within  the  discretion  of  the  courts  to 
modify  the  practice  in  this  respect,  by  dispensing 
with  the  oath ;  and  this  may  have  been  actually 
done  in  other  districts,  besides  that  of  the  Southern 
District  of  New-York. 
g*^<*  It  may  happen,  also,  that  upon  a  warrant  of  arrest 
with  an  attachment  clause  therein,  the  defendant 
could  not  be  found,  and  that  his  goods  and  chattels, 
or,  for  want  thereof^  his  credits  and  efiects,  may  have 
been  attached.  In  such  case  the  defendant  may,  if  he 
think  proper  (as  he  also  may  at  any  other  stage  of  the 

(a)  See  Appendix,  Role  zlti.    As  to  the  general  scope  and  design 
of  these  rules,  vide  tupra,  p.  7. 
(&)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  27. 
(c)  The  form  of  this  stipulation  is  giTen  in  the  Aj^wndiz, 
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suit),  apply  to  the  court,  in  pnrsaance  of  the  foarth  ^"^^  ^* 
role,  for  an  order  to  dissolve  the  attachment,  on  the 
sabstitution  of  security. 

The  security  to  be  exacted  of  the  claimant  in  a  Baeoritjto 
suit  in  rem  is  prescribed  by  the  twenty-sixth  rule ;  «>•*»■»*• 
which  ordains  that  the  claimant,  upon  putting  in 
his  claim,  '*  shall  file  a  stipulation  with  sureties  in 
saeh  sum  as  the  court  shall  direct,  for  the  payment 
of  all  costs  and  expenses  which  shall  be  awarded 
against  him  by  the  final  decree  of  the  court,  or, 
upon  an  appeal,  by  the  appellate  court(a).'' 

But  the  question  now  presents  itself  for  consid-  ^^^ 
eration,  who  may  lawfully  be  admitted  as  claimant,  cwmmnu 
and,  in  that  character,  to  contest  the  libellant's  de- 
mand; and  the  inquiry  is  not  altogether  unattended, 
in  point  of  authority,  with  difficulty.  In  the  few 
reported  cases  in  which  it  has  been  discussed,  vague 
Botions  on  the  subject  seem  to  have  been  entertained 
at  the  bar,  and  there  is  a  want  of  entire  precision 
and  consistency  respecting  it  in  the  language  of  the 
courts. 

The  obscurity  which,  upon  a  cursory  examination,  inMomte 

1  11.  .1  uaeofthe 

i^parently  rests  upon  the  subject,  arises,  however,  ^"^Jf**™- 
in  8ome  degree,  from  ihe  indiscriminate  and  almost  ^^r. 
unavoidable  use  of  the  word  ciainij  as  well  in  its  btoi?£r«M. 
ordinary  popular  acceptation,  to  signify  any  asserted 
right  relating  to  the  thing  proceeded  against  in  an 
admiralty  suit,  and  of  the  word  claimant  to  designate 
the  penon  asserting  or  claiming  such  rights,  as  in 
the  technical  and  more  limited  sense  in  which  these 

(a)  S«e  Appendix,  RqIo  xxyu,  imd  tupro,  p.  440, 

26 
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T^t.  tarniB  are  now  to  be  oonndeffed.  Thus,  for  example,  in 
a  case  of  seizure  for  an  infraction  of  the  laws  prohibk- 
ing  the  African  slave  trade,  one  of  '*'  the  claims  filed'' 
is  said  by  the  court  to  be  that  ^'of  certain  seamen 
who  demand  compensation  for  their  wages,  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  ve88el(<:i^).''  But  the  seamen,  in  this 
case,  were  not,  strictly  speaking,  claimants;  they 
were  third  persons  intervening  for  tiiieir  interest 
They  did  not  daim  the  ship,  but  only  insisted  on  a 
maritime  Uen  or  privilege,  in  virtue  of  which  they 
claimed  compensation  for  their  services.  So  in  a 
suit  on  a  bottomry  bond^  and  in  two  cases  of  salvage, 
a  ^  claim  ?  is  said  to  have  been  offered  in  behalf  of 
the  underwriters  of  the  ship,  to  whom  an  abandon- 
ment, had  been  made,  but  who  had  not  accepted  the 
abandonment,  and  who  could  not  therefore  hare  sup- 
posed themselves  to  be  the  owners  of  the  property  (£). 
What  the  insurers  desired  to  do  in  these  cases, 
therefore,  was,  not  to  assert  and  defend  a  proprietary 
interest  in  the  ship,  but  merely  to  acquire  a  stand- 
ing in  court  for  the  protection  of  such  interests,  if 
any,  as  they  might  have  in  respect  to  it(o).  So  also 
in  a  case  of  municipal  seizure,  the  vessel  at  the  time 
of  the  seizure  being  under  attachment  at  the  suit  of 
certain  creditors  of  the  owner,  it  is  said  that  ^^the 
owner  interposed  no  daim^''  but  that  *^  a  claim  was 
filed''  by  the  attaching  creditors. 

(a)  The  St.  Jago  de  Cuba^  9  Wbeston's  R.,  409  (6  CortiB'B  Deeis. 
S.  C,  110). 

(h)  The  Ship  Packet,  3  Mason's  R.,  255 ;  I%e  Boeton  and  Cargo, 
1  Sumner's  R.,  328 ;  Tke  Henry  Ewebank,  ib.,  400. 

(c)  The  Mary  Ann,  Ware's  B.,  104. 
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But  in  a  strict  sense,  a  daimcmt  is  one  who  not  ^^^'  ^• 
imij  has  a  right  to  intervene  for  bis  interest,  and  to 
contest  the  suit,  but  who,  prima  fade^  has  also  a 
right  to  have  the  thing  delivered  to  him  on  bail, 
padding  the  suit ;  or,  if  he  does  not  choose  to  eser- 
dse  this  right,  to  have  it  unconditionally  surrendered 
to  him,  in  case  the  suit  proves  to  be  groundless ;  or, 
to  receive  the  balance  of  its  proceeds  after  satisfying 
the  decree,  in  the  event  of  the  libellant's  success. 
These  rights  imply  an  exclusive  proprietary  interest,  J^*2K 
or  at  least  I  an  exclusive  right  of  possession  in  the  JS^iIoiZml 
res;  the  jus  in  re^  and  not  merely  jtis  ad  rem :  and 
Bucli  I  understand  to  be  the  relation  in  which  the 
party  who  appears  to  take  upon  himself  the  defence 
of  a  suit  in  the  character  of  clidmant,  is  bound  to 
show  himself  to  stand  towards  the  property. 

In  one  of  the  cases  above  cited,  Mr.  Justice  Stobt 
observes :  ^  The  first  point  which  I  am  called  upon 
to  consider,  is,  whether  an  underwriter,  who  has 
refused  to  accept  an  abandonment  can  be  permitted 
to  claim  property  in  the  ship  in  this  court?  In  my 
opinion,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  he  cannot.  He 
has  not,  and  pretends  not  to  have,  any  jue  ad  rent 
or  jua  in  re.  AH  that  can  be  said  is,  that  he  may 
ultimately  have  an  interest  in  the  questions  here 
litigated ;  but  an  interest  in  the  question  forms  no 
tiUe  to  daim  property  in  the  admiralty.  This  court 
looks  only  to  rights  in  the  thing  itself,  to  ownership 
general  or  special,  and  to  such  claims  as  are  direct, 
as  a  lien,  or  jua  ad  rem.  The  claim  of  the  New 
England  Insurance  Company  must  therefore  be 
rejected*     Underwriters,  as  such,  cannot  litigate 
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T^i.  iiere,  nji  to  the  rights  of  the  libellantB  or  the  cl^m- 
ants :  they  are  mere  strangers,  and  no  more  entitled 
to  be  heard  than  any  contingent  debtor  or  creditor 
of  either  party(a)."  In  admitting  the  sufficiency  of 
a  direct  lien  to  constitute  a  valid  ground  of  claim, 
the  learned  judge  must  be  understood  to  have  had 
in  view  the  general  right  of  intervention,  without 
regard  to  the  particular  form  in  which  the  right 
may  be  asserted.  This  is  true  also  of  what  he  says 
in  the  other  two  cases  above  cited,  though  in  these 
his  expressions  are  more  guarded.  But  the  language 
used  by  the  same  learned  judge  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  a  case  of  municipal 
seizure,  is  very  explicit.  **  The  claimant,''  he  ob- 
serves, ^^  is  an  actor,  and  is  entitled  to  come  before 
the  court  in  that  character,  only  in  virtue  of  his 
proprietary  interest  in  the  thing  in  controversy: 
this  alone  gives  him  b,  persona  stanM  injucUcio.  It 
is  necessary  that  he  should  establish  his  right  to  that 
character,  as  a  preliminary  to  his  admission  as  a 
party  ad  litemj  capable  of  sustaining  the  litigation. 
He  is,  therefore,  in  the  regular  and  proper  course  of 
practice,  required  in  the  first  instance  to  put  in  his 
claim,  upon  oath,  averring  in  positive  terms  his  pro- 
prietary  interest  If  he  refuses  so  to  do,,  it  is  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  the  rejection  of  his  claim(i).'' 

What  was  here  scdd,  seems  also  to  be  clearly  im- 
plied by  the  terms  of  the  oath  which  is  required  of 
the  party  o&enng  a  claim,  by  the  twenty-sixth  rule. 

(a)  3  Mason's  R.,  255,  257. 

(6)  The  UnUed  Stales  v.  422  Quka  of  Wine,  1  Petera's  R.,  547, 549 
(7  Ourtis's  Decis.  S.  C,  691). 
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He  is  to  "  verify  hie  claim  on  oath  or  solemn  afiSrmar   ^^^^  ^• 
tion,  stating  that  the  claimant,  by  whom  or  on  whose  thT^^n- 
behalf  the  claim  is  made,  is  the  true  and  bona  fide  ^•»«n*«»«- 
owner,  and  that  no  other  person  is  the  owner  thereof!'' 
This  oath,  in  snbstance,  it  is  presumed  is  to  be  deemed 
an  indispensable  pre-requisite,  in  all  cases,  to  admis- 
sion into  court  as  a  claimant ;  and  while  it  prescribes 
the  form  of  the  oath  to  be  made  by  a  person  claiming 
on  the  ground  of  his  exclusive  proprietary  interest,  it 
would  seem  also  to  have  been  intended  to  limit  and 
define  the  right,  by  restricting  it  to  such  an  interest. 

It  is  not  to  be  understood,  however,  that  the  A««rtod 
verification  of  a  claim  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  ^^j^^ 
rule,  or  even  its  admission  by  the  court^  is  conclusive  222toi! 
upon  the  question  of  property.  The  Hbellant  has  a 
right,  by  a  suitable  exceptive  allegation,  to  contest  the 
proprietary  interest  of  the  claimant,  and  to  have  it 
formally  dedided.  If  the  claim  be  admitted  without 
objection  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings^  and  allega- 
tions or  pleadings  to  the  merits  are  subsequently 
put  in^  it  is  a  waiver  of  the  preliminary  inquiry,  and 
an  admission  that  the  party  is  rightly  in  court,  and 
capable  of  contesting  the  merits.  But  should  it 
afterwards  appear,  upon  the  trial,  or  even  after  the 
merits  had  been  disposed  of  in  favor  of  the  claimant, 
that  he  had  in  reality  no  title  to  the  property,  but 
that  it  was  the  property  of  a  third  person,  who  was 
not  represented  by  the  claimant,  or  had  an  adverse 
interest^  or  whose  rights  had  been  defrauded,  it 
might  still  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  retain  the 
property  in  its  custody,  to  afford  the  true  owner  an 
opportunity  to  interpose  a  claim  to  it,  Mid  receive 
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Toc^fl.  it  from  the  eoxsii(a).  This  was  done  in  a  case  of 
monicipal  sebniTe^  where  certain  articles  of  property 
found  cm  board  the  offending  yesBel  were  adjudged 
not  to  be  enbject  to  forfeitore,  but  which,  though 
formally  claimed  as  the  property  of  the  chumant, 
tnmed  out  to  have  been  pm^hased  with  the  fimds 
of  a  person  unknown,  and  to  have  probably  belonged 
to,  or  to  have  been  destined  for  the  use  of,  the  public 
enemy(&). 
oimr^  to  When  a  claim  is  to  be  interposed,  it  is  the  duty 
l^^f  of  the  owner,  if  practicable,  to  do  it  in  person ;  but 
utagtBk  where  he  is  out  of  the  country,  or  resides  at  a  great 
dktance,  it  may  be  done  by  his  authorized  agent(o) ; 
and  the  master  of  a  vessel  has  always  been  con- 
sidered a  competent  agent,  as  such,  for  this  purpose, 
upon  the  arrest  of  his  vessel  or  cargo.  The  con* 
signee  of  a  cargo  is  also  entitled,  as  such,  to  appear  as 
claimant,  and  this  right  extends  as  well  to  other 
parts  of  the  cargo  consigned  to  Mm,  as  to  those 
parts  which  belonged  to  him  and  were  shipped  on 
his  account(e^.  In  the  case  just  cited,  it  was  also 
said  by  the  court  that  an  agent  of  absent  owners 
may  appear  either  in  his  own  name,  as  agent,  or  in 
the  name  of  his  principals,  as  he  thinks  best 

(a)  The  UfniXed  SkOear.  422 Caak$  of  Wine^  I  Petera'a R.,  547, 550 
(7  Curtia'a  Decia.  S.  C,  691). 

(6)  The  Boat  Eliza  and  Cargo,  2  Galllaon'a  R.,  4, 11. 

(c)  The  Adeline  amd  Cargo,  9  Oranch'a  R.,  244  (3  Curtia'a  Deds. 
&  0.,  350) ;  The  SaUy  and  Cargo,  1  CbUiaon'a  K,  401;  The  LMdg 
amd  CargOf  id.»  315,  837. 

((2)  Houseman  y.  The  Cargo  of  the  North  Carolina,  15  Petera'a  R., 
40  (14  Curtia'a  Decia.  S.  0.,  15). 
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The  right  of  the  abdent  owner  to  be  thus  repre*  <^"^-  ^* 
sented by  another  is  reoognized,  aojl  the  form  c^  the  ^u'  ^ 
oath  to  be  required  in  such  cases  in  addition  to  the 
oath  of  ownership,  is  prescribied  in  the  twenty-sixth 
role,  above  mentioned,  as  follows:  ^  And  where  the 
olaim  is  put  in  by  an  agent  or  consignee,  he  shall 
also  make  oath  that  he  is  duly  authorized  tha^to 
by  the  owner,  or  if  the  property  be,  at  the  time  of 
the  arrest,  in  the  possession  of  the  master  of  a  ship, 
that  he  is  the  lawful  bailee  thereof  for  the  owner.^ 

The  latter  part  of  this  extract  from  the  rule,  as 
the  attentive  reader  will  not  fail  to  notice,  is  unhap- 
pily expressed.  In  terms,  it  requires  the  agent  or 
consignee  to  swear  to  the  lawfulness  of  the  master's 
poasesmcm.  But  in  order  to  convey  distinctly  what 
is  supposed  to  be  its  intended  meaning,  its  language 
requires  to  be  modified  as  follows:  ^  or  if  the  pro- 
perty be,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  in  the  possession 
of  the  master  of  a  ship,  [and  the  claim  is  put  in  by 
him,  he  shall  make  oath]  that  he  is  the  lawful  bailee 
thereof  for  the  owner.^ 

It  was  held  in  an  early  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  a  ton^ 

•f  eoDMil  or 

for  the  first  Circuit,  but  was  not  until  long  after-  ^TS^$^ 
wards  definitively  settled  by  a  decision  of  the  tebblwU 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  that  a  foreign 
consul  or  vice<x>n8ul,  duly  recognized  by  our 
government,  is  competent,  as  such,  to  assert  or 
defend  the  rights  of  his  countrymen  in  causes 
within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  ^  To  watch  over 
the  rights  and  interests  of  their  fellow  subjects,''  said 
Mr.  Justice  Johnsok,  in  pronouncing  the  judgment 
of  the  court)  ^  wherever  the  pursuits  of  commerce 
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may  draw  tbem,  or  the  vidflBitades  of  humaa  affiiirs 
may  force  them,  is  the  great  object  for  which  consuls 
are  deputed  by  their  sovereigns ;  and,  in  a  country 
where  laws  govern,  and  justice  is  sought  for  in  courts 
only,  it  would  be  a  mockery  to  preclude  them 
from  the  only  avenue  through  which  their  course 
lies  to  the  end  of  theb  mission.  The  long  and  uni- 
versal usage  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  has 
sanctioned  the  exercise  of  this  right,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible that  any  evil  or  inconvemence  can  flow  from  it 
Whether  the  powers  of  the  vice-consul  shall,  in  any 
instance,  extend  to  the  right  to  receive,  in  his 
national  character,  the  proceeds  of  property  libelled 
and  transferred  into  the  registry  of  the  court,  is  a 
question  resting  on  other  principles.  In  the  absence 
of  specific  powers  given  him  by  competent  authority, 
such  a  right  would  certainly  not  be  recognized; 
much,  in  this  respect,  must  evar  depend  upon  the 
laws  of  the  country  from  which  and  to  which  he 
is  deputed.  And  this  view  of  the  subject  will  be 
found  to  reconcile  the  difficulties  supposed  to  have 
been  presented  by  the  authorities  quoted  upon  this 
point(a).'' 

When  the  property  arrested  is  owned  jointly  or 
in  common  by  several  persons,  there  would  pro- 
bably be  no  valid  objection  to  the  interposition  of 
a  claim  by  one  of  the  co-proprietors  in  behalf  of 
his  associates  as  well  as  of  himself;  but  where 
there  are  distinct  proprietary  interests,   separate 


(a)  The  BeOo  CorruneSjQ  Wheaton's  R.,  152  (5  Curtis's  Decia.  S. 
0.,  44). 
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daimB  aie  to  be  interposed  by  the  ae^enl  ownexfl^  <"^  ^* 
or  by  their  agents,  each  intervening  in  his  owa 
name  for  his  proprietary  interest,  and  specifying  it 
One  ooshipper,  tiierefbre,  has  no  authority,  as 
ench^  to  interpose  any  claim  fOT  other  shippers  with 
whom  he  has  no  privity  of  interest,  in  a  proceeding 
against  the  cargo  of  a  ship.  Where  separate  claims 
are  interposedi  although  the  libel  is  joint  against 
the  whole  property,  as  in  a  case  of  salvage,  each 
daim  is  treated  as  a  distinct  and  independent  pro- 
ceeding, in  the  nature  of  a  several  suit^  upon  which 
ihere  may  be  a  several  independent  hearing  and 
appeal. 

If  any  owner  should  not  appear  to  claim  any 
particular  part  of  the  property,  the  habit  of  courts 
of  admiralty  is,  to  retain  such  property  or  its  pro- 
ceeds, after  satisfaction  of  the  libellant's  daim  upon 
it,  until  a  daim  is  made,  or  a  year  and  a  day  has 
elapsed  from  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 
proceedings(a). 

It  behooves  the  defendant  upon  his  arrest  or  ora* 
dtation,  and  those  who  are  entitied  to  appear  as  ^iS^ 
daimants  in  the  action,  on  the  arrest  of  the  vessd 
or  other  property  proceeded  against,  if  they  intend 
to  resist  the  libellant's  demand,  to  obtain  at  once 
«  copy  of  the  libd  on  file,  and  to  prepare  the 
proper  response  thereto  in  season  to  give  it  in  on 
the  return-day  of  the  process,  and  to  have  it  ready 
in  court  for. that  purpose;  and  in  case  of 


(a)  StmUonr.  Jwrw f  Bromn,  8  Paten's  R^  1  (9  OturtU't  Deds. 
&  0.,  3). 
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"v^**  delinqiieiicy  in  this  respect,  they  are  liable  to  hare 
the  libel  adjudged  to  be  takeapro  oatifeaao  against 
them. 
But  althongli  expedition  is  a  leading  object  of 
«  admiralty  jorispnidencei  insomuch  that  for  those 
who  are  not  familiar  with  its  remedies,  and  who 
have  long  been  conversant  with  the  delays  which 
».^7  Lnd  proc^trng,  m  &>  higW  ^.rt.  of 
law,  «>d  eq>eeiaU7  in  .qnity,  it  is  Dot  euy  fiiUy  to 
apprehend  the  force  of  this  principle,  or  to  become 
at  once  reconciled  to  its  practical  results ;  yet  justice 
u  not  to  be  sacrificed  to  celerity,  and  feaUna  lerUe 
is  a  maxim  as  applicable  to  the  pursuit  of  justice  by 
its  ministers,  *as  it  is  to  the  common  concerns  of  life. 
For  reascmable  cause  shown^  therefore,  it  is 
usual  to  allow  a  short  specified  time  to  the  party 
defendant  to  prepare  his  response  to  the  libel ;  and 
the  rule,  in  directing  the  libel  to  be  taken  pro 
confesao^  on  the  omiseaon  or  refbsal  of  the  defendant 
to  make  due  answer  thereto  on  the  return-day  of 
the  process,  ^  or  other  day  assigned  by  the  court,^ 
contemplates  the  contingency  of  such  an  indulgence. 
oiidflWBi  When,  in  an  action  in  rern^  the  claimant  puts  in 
^1^^  his  response  to  the  libel  on  the  return-day  of  the 
process,  his  claim,  or  assertion  of  proprietary  interest 
in  the  property,  is,  in  this  country,  generally  conb- 
bined  with  his  answer ;  in  which  case  the  pleading 
is  denominated  his  *^  claim  and  answer.^  It  is,  how- 
ever,  in  all  cases  more  proper  to  put  in  the  claim 
separately ;  and  as  it  is  only  in  virtue  of  his  right 
of  property,  or  that  of  his  principal,  that  a  claimant 
obtains  a  standing  in  court  which  entitles  him  to 
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answer  at  all,  if  lie  is  not,  on  the  retnm-day,  ready  to  <'^^^' 
answer,  and  desires  further  time  for  that  purpose, 
he  ought  nevertheless  to  be  required  then  to  inter- 
pose his  claim. 
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CHAPTER.  Vm. 

Of  ihs  AiLBOAnovs  or  Puudinob  Subssqubht  to  thm  Ldbu 

Iw  the  common  law  courta,  pleading  has  long  been 
a  science ;  and  it  has  at  length,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  become  so  in  conrts  of  equity.  This  is  tme^ 
also,  of  the  conrts  from  which  the  English  and 
Amwican  conrta  of  admiralty  originally  derived 
their  forms  of  procednre.  Bnt^  in  these  conrtB, 
where  substantial  and  speedy  justice  in  each  par* 
ticular  case  is  the  paramount  object ;  where,  to  this 
end,  all  tnere  technicalities  are  disregarded ;  where 
pleadings  are  always  upheld  when  they  can  be,  and 
the  parties  are  allowed  upon  easy  terms  to  amend 
and  alter  them  when  they  cannot  be ;  and  where, 
though  the  courts  are  frequently  impelled  to  com- 
plain of  the  negligence  of  practitioners  in  this  respect, 
a  suitor  is  scarcely  ever  turned  out  of  court  for  bad 
pleading — it  could  hardly  be  expected  that  plead- 
ing woqld  attain  even  the  dignity  of  an  art^  much 
less  of  a  science;  for  laxity  and  delinquency  are 
the  natural  consequences  of  license  and  impunity, 
or  What  is  here  said  undoubtedly  is,  as  indeed  it 
^^^  would)  for  obvious  reasons,  be  strange  if  it  were  not^ 
more  applicable  tp  the  American  courta  than  to  the 
English  High  Court  of  Admiralty;  but  until  the  re- 
cent accession  of  Dr.  LusHnroroir  to  the  chair  of  that 
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ciowt^  scarcely  a  single  qaestion  of  pleading  appears  ot^^  «• 
to  liave  been  there  discussed.  All  pleading  subse- 
quent to  the  libel,  'or  rather  the  summary  petition, 
which,  latterly,  has  nearly  superseded  the  libel(a), 
are  spoken  of  in  the  reports  under  the  general  name 
of  allegations;  a  discrimination  sometimes,  though 
rarely,  being  made  between  defensive  allegations, 
corresponding  to  pleas  to  the  action,  and  exceptive 
all^ations,  corresponding  to  pleas  in  abatement,  and  -  , 
demurrers,  in  the  courts  of  common  law.  Litde  or 
no  attention  seems  to  have  been  paid,  in  litigated 
cases,  to  the  rule  prevalent  in  other  courts,  that 

(a)  What,  if  anj,  u  the  sabsteatud  ofaancteris^c  difTerenoe  betw^een 
%  libel  and  a  waeaaoxrj  petition,  nowhere,  as  I  can  discover,  sattsfao- 
torilj  appears.  Marriott's  Formulary  (p.  148)  contains  a  precedent 
Ibr  a  '^  LLbel  in  a  Canse  of  Damage,"  and  Ibr  a  ''  Summary  Petition 
fat  Wiges"  (p.  274).  They  differ  in  their  faemal  parts,  at  the  com- 
manoement,  and  to  some  extent  also,  at  their  conchiBion ;  but  in  sub- 
stance they  are  alike.  In  both  of  them  the  cause  of  action  is  with 
great  fnhiess  and  precision,  ^  articulately  propounded." 

Hhese  fimna  appear  antiquated  to  an  Ameriosn  reader;  but  the  pre- 
cedent above  mentioned^  of  a  libel,  copied,  I  presume,  from  one  on  file, 
faea»  the  name  of  '*  W.  Scott,"  afterwards  Sir  Willum  Scott,  and 
subsequently  Lord  Stowell,  the  immediate  successor  of  Sir  James 
Mabuott,  by  ^om,  or  under  whose  supervision,  after  his  retirement 
from  the  ooort,  the  Formulaiy  was  compiled. 

I  had  supposed,  until  very  lately,  that  the  summary  petition  was 
used  only  when  the  proceeding  was  by  act  on  petition.  (See  suproy  p. 
32,  n.)  But  in  one  of  the  recent  cases,  it-is  said  ''  A  summary 
petttton,  coBSlstliig  of  tin  articles,  was  brought  m  on  behalf  of  the 
pfadntlff;"  and  it  is  also  stated  that  *^  the  proceedings  were  by  plea  and 
proqf^^^  the  form  thus  characterized  in  the  English  admiralty  standing 
opposed  to  that  by  act  on  petition.  (The  Two  Sitters^  2  W.BMnBon^B 
B.,  125.)  And  In  another  esse.  Dr.  Lusbikotoit,  almost  m  the  sane 
breath,  denominates  the  pl^ntiiT's  wigiDal  pleading,  first  a  libel,  and 
next  a  summary  petition.  (77^  Ctty^Xom^  1  W.  Robinson's  R., 
88,90.) 
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T^t.  ^]m^  ]b  alleged  <m  the  one  eide  andnot  contrayeited 
by  pleading  on  the  other,  is  for  that  reason  to  be 
taken  as  true,  on  the  ground  that »  party  may  justly 
be  considered  as  virtaally  admitting  irhat  he  does 
not  choose  to  d^iy ;  and  consequently  little  att^i* 
tion  appears  to  have  be^i  paid  to  iherformation 
of  pi^ecise  issues  between  the  parties.  Generally 
speaking,  each  party  has  been  allowed  to  tell  his 
own  story  in  his  own  way,  and  to  prove  what  he 
conld ;  and  the  judge  has  then,  upon  a  review  of  the 
whole  case,  dedded  between  thenu  Canses  in  the 
English  High  Court  of  Admiralty  have  thus  bew 
made  to  assume  the  character  rather  of  arbitrations, 
than  of  suits  dther  at  law  or  in  equity. 
PNirMM  Headings  have  rarely  been  extended  beyond  the 
^2^  first  responsive  allegation,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant^ 
to  the  libel  or  smnmary  petition.  There  is,  howe vw, 
no  restriction  in  this  respect — the  parties  being  at 
liberty  to  protract  their  pleadings  as  in  suits  at 
ccHnmon  law,  the  pleadings  in  that  case  taking  the 
names  which  they  bear  in  the  common  law  courts. 
In  one  very  late  case  they  were  extended  to  a  sur- 
rejoinder and  rebutter(<7). 

Certain  fundamental  rules  relative  to  this  plenaiy 
course  of  proceeding  have  been  laid  down  by  the 
present  learned  and  vigorous  minded  judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty;  and  it  appears  tibat 
the  practice  of  the  court  in  thii  respect  is  modeled 
rather  after  that  of  the  courts  of  law,  than  that  of 
the  English  chancery. 

(a)  7%e  Lord  Cochrane^  2  W.  BobinBon^  IL,  320. 
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The  term  "  answer"  is  rarely  appfied  to  any  form   ^*^  •• 
of  responsive  pleading,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 


to  the  libel  or  smilinary  petition  of  the  plaintiff  It  •"■■^ 
occurs,  in  connection  with  the  term  ^^  replj,"  applied 
to  the  next  succeeding  pleading,  in  two  or  three 
instances  in  the  very  latest  volumes  of  reports,  as 
we  shall  presently  see ;  but,  even  in  these  instances, 
it  was  probably  intended  to  be  used  only  in  its 
generic  sense,  as  equivalent  to  "  respon8e''(a).  The  rmnai 
term  ^'answers,"  or  rather  the  phrase  ^personal 
answers "  often  occurs ;  but  it  means  the  responses 
given  by  the  party  to  matters  charged  against  him, 
upon  his  examination  under  oath,  in  pursuance  of  a 
^  decree  for  answers,"  made  by  the  court  at  the 
mstance  of  the  opposite  party,  when  he  chooses  to 
try  the  experiment  of  appealilig  to  the  consci^ice  of 
his  adversary,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  admissions 
to  be  used  as  evidence*    These  are  denominated  rMiMi 

put  la  bv 

p^rwnoZ  answers,  because  aU  allegations  or  pleadings  CTSSa 
are  ^  ^ven"  in  the  name  of  the  proctor,  who,  upon 
his  appearance,  ^^makes  himself  a  party  for"  his 
elBenl  Formerly  he  was  obliged  to  exhibit  a  power 
of  attorney  or  proxy,  in  virtue  of  which  he  became 
dammtia  Utia^  and  was  obliged  to  give  security  for 
the  ratification  of  his  acts  by  his  principal;  but 
though  these  formalities  have  been  dispensed  with, 
as  it  is  said  in  a  late  case(&),  for  the  last  SOO  years, 
the  pleadings  are  still,  as  already  observed,  in  his 
name.    His  clients  are  called  ^  his  parties;"  and  in 

(a)  See  Vie  Canadiaky  1  W.  Robioson's  R^  343,  344,  where  the 
nswer  to  the  petition  ie  called  »  ^  reply." 
(6)  The  WUhelmine,  2  W.  Robinson's  R.,  335,  337. 
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Toi^i.  sni^  in  rem  they  are  not  even  named,  unless,  in  the 
progress  of  the  suit,  it  becomes  necessiuy  to  ascertain 
their  names  for  the  purpose  of  aiforcing  some  per- 
sonal responsibility  against  thenu  In  the  case  just 
cited,  for  example,  which  ^^  was  a  cause  of  salvage 
promoted  by  the  master,  the  owner  and  crew  of  the 
steam  ^vessel  Bobert  Bums  against  The  Wilhelmine, 
a  Hanovarian  galliot^"  the  court,  being  of  opinion 
that  no  salvage  service  had  been  rendered,  dismissed 
the  owner  of  the  galUot,  and  condemned  tiie  asserted 
salvors  in  the  costs  of  the  suit  Upon  a  subsequent 
day,  the  costs  not  being  paid,  the  oourt,  upc«i  motion 
of  the  proctor  for  the  owners,  assigned  the  proetor 
for  the  asserted  ownere  to  set  forth  his  clients*  names. 
But  the  proctor  stated  that  ^  he  did  not  know  who 
his  parties  were — the  action  being  entered  for  the 
master,  owner  and  crew  generally,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  in  the  usual  form  in  cases  of  this  kind(a).'' 
The  case  above  alluded  to,  in  which  Dr.  Lubhotgdoh 
has  stated  what  he  deems  to  be  sound  general 
principles  of  pleading  in  his  court,  is  interesting  and 
instructive,  and  serves  to  illustrate,  at  once,  the 
disposition  and  haUt  of  the  court  to  discount^iance 

(a)  In  the  end,  the  proctor  for  the  unknown  p«rtie8  was  himself 
compelled  to  pay  the  costs;  Dr.  Lushinqton,  in  prononncing  his 
judgment,  among  other  things,  observing :  '<  I  apprehend,  farther,  that 
at  any  period  of  the  cause,  and  at  any  time  be(bre  the  case  Is  dismissed 
out  of  the  court,  the  court  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  proctor  to  state, 
not  generally,  but  specifically  by  name,  the  whole  of  the  parties  f<»r 
whom  he  is  authorized  to  appear.  The  authority  of  the  court  to  make 
this  demand  upon  the  proctor  is,  I  oonceire,  inherent  in  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  this  court,  in  common  with  all  other  courts,  and  is  absolutely 
essential  to  the  due  administration  of  justice,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting unauthorised  litigation.'^ 


k 
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all  mere  technical  objections^  and  the  limits  beyond  ^^  ^ 
whidi  its  Bberality  will  not  be  extended. 

Fleadings  in  tU  English  admiralty,  instead  of  pjj^ 
being  simply  filed,  ad  hbiimn^  by  the  proctor,  are 
offered  in  open  conrt,  where  objections,  if  made  to 
tiiem  at  all,  are  to  be  then  made  orally  to  their 
^  admission  f  and  they  are  then  either  '*  admitted  " 
or  "rejected,"  wholly  or  in  part,  by  the  tx)nrt.  It 
18  in  this  convenient  and  expeditions  form  that 
olyjections  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ooort,  or  to  the 
sabstantial  validity  of  the  alleged  canses  of  action 
or  grounds  of  defence,  are  disposed  c/S.  With  this 
explanation,  I  proceed  to  notice  the  two  cases  above 
mentioned. 

In  Ths  Ann  <mdJ(me{€^^  ^  which  was  a  canse  of 


collision,  an  act  on  petition  and  an  answer  had  been  ^^'^ 
admitted  in  the  canse.  A  reply  was  now  brought  ASSnitf. 
in,  and  the  admission  of  this  reply  was  opposed.*^ 
In  sn|q3ort  of  the  objection  it  was  "submitted, 
that  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  party  proceeding 
in  a  cause  to  state  his  case  in  the  first  instance ;  as 
it  was  not  competent  for  him  to  lie  by  and  plead, 
in  subsequent  pleas,  fi^ts  that  must  have  been 
within  his  knowledge  when  the  original  plea  was 
given  in.  That  some  portion  of  the  plea  now 
offinred  was  open  to  objection  upon  this  ground," 
and  "that  other  parts  of  the  plea  were  a  mere 
repetition  of  matters  pleaded  in  the  original  act" 

To  these  ohjections  it  was,  on  the  other  side, 
answwed,  "That  as  regarded  the  practice  of  the 
eourt^  the  objections  which  had  been  taken  were 


(a)  2  W.  Robiofoa'ft  R^  98. 
28 
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TO]u  f.    flomewhat  tmnsnal  and  irregular,  and  were  calcu- 
lated to  produce  great  inconvenience,  by  caosing 
an  increase  of  delay  and  expense  to  the  snitorB." 
TMntotf        The  court,  in  pronouncing  its  decision,  said:  ^It 
^SSSr^    has  been  observed  by  the  counsel  who  have  sup- 


ported the  admission  of  this  plea,  that  the  course 
which  has  been  adopted  in  taking  these  objections  is 
a  novel  mode  of  proceeding,  and  one  that  is  irregu- 
lar and  inconvenient  as  regards  the  general  practice 
of  the  court    This  observation  is  perfectly  true, 
so  far  as  respects  the  usual  mode  of  conducting 
bat  tbe  p«iw  proceedings  in  this  court :  at  the  same  time,  it  is 
^'thAni.   equally  true  that  it  is  competent  to  the  parties  in  a 
suit  to  take  such  objections.    The  question,  Ihen^ 
which  I  have  to  determine,  is,  whether,  upon  a 
consideration  of  its  contents,  this  plea  is  so  perfectly 
objectionable,  either  in  substance  or  in  form,  that 
it  must  be  altogether  rejected ;  or  whether  certain 
portions  of  it  are  so  exceptionable,  that  the  court 
must  direct  them  to  be  either  amended^r  expunged. 
Party  to      Now,  in  all  these  cases,  it  is  most  desirable  that 
Sh^MM    the  whole  case  of  the  parlies  proceedinir  should  be 


fully  stated  in  the  first  instance.  It  may  occasionally 
happen  that  difficulty  will  arise  in  attempting  to 
decide  what  is  strictly  in  the  nature  of  a  reply^  and 
what  ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the  first  instance. 
Prapar  It  may,  however,  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule 
in)?.  ^  for  the  guidance  of  practitioners,  that  whatever  ia 
pleaded  in  the  nature  of  a  reply  must  be  either  in 
contradiction  of  what  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  or 
explanatory  of  averments  in  the  defence,  or  else  is 
necessary  to  corroborate  the  original  statements  in 
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the  cause."  Upon  a  critical  analysis  of  all  the  ohap.*- 
pleadings  before  him,  and  applying  to  them  the 
principles  he  had  thus  stated,  the  learned  judge 
declined  either  to  reject  the  reply,  or  to  make  any 
order  for  its  reformation;  adding,  however,  that 
*^of  coorse  it  most  be  understood  that  if  more 
expense  is  incurred,  and  it  shall  turn  out  that  the 
foreigner(a)  has  made  a  complaint  which  he  is  not 
Able  to  substantiate,  &e  increased  costs  will  fall 
upon  him." 

In  the  case  of  The  HebeiU)^  the  question  was  ^  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  a  rejoinder  in  a  cause  of  bot- 
tomry," in  which  ^'  an  /u^t  on  petition,"  "  an  answer, 
and  a  reply^  had  been  given  in  and  admitted."  To 
the  admission  of  the  rejoinder,  it  was  objected,  first, 
ibat  it  did  not  contain  matter  proper  to  be  put  in 
issue  originally  in  the  cause ;  and  secondly,  that  if 
the  matter  might  rightfully  have  been  pleaded  in 
the  fbst  instance,  it  was  now  offered  at  too  late  a 
period  of  the  proceedings;  and  these  objections 
were  supported  by  the  argument,  that  great  incon- 
venience and  delay  must  be  caused  by  the  necessity 
to  which  the  objecting  party  must  be  subjected,  of 
sending  to  Sidney  for  fresh  information,  to  meet  and 
answer  what  was  alleged  to  be  new  matter  in  the 
cause. 

Dr,  LuHHiNOTOir,  in  proceeding  to  consider  the 
objections,  observed  that,  although  it  is  clearly  com- 

(a)  The  promoyent  being  a  foreigner,  it  wm  on  this  aooonnt  insisted 
\fj  hie  oooneel,  and  conceded  bj  the  conrt,  that  he  was  entitled  to  in- 
dci]g«ioe  upon  a  qoeetlon  addressed,  to  some  extent,  to  the  disoretlQii 
cC  the  oonrL 

(6)  2  W.  Bobiasoa^  R.,  146. 
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^^L**  peMnt  to  the  parties  in  a  suit  to  take  objeelknui  of 
this  kind,  yet  these  objections  should  not  be  raised 
without  grave  and  sabstantial  reasons  in  support  of 
thenL  Gases,  he  said,  might  unquestionably  occur, 
in  whidi  it  may  be  right  and  proper  to  bring  them 
before  the  court,  especially  where  the  preliminary 
discussion  might  prevent  the  introduction  of  irrele- 
vant matter,  which,  if  admitted,  would  lead  to  the 
accumulation  of  unnecessary  evidence^  Where,  how- 
ever, no  such  consequence  was  likely  to  result  from 
N  the  adminon  of  the  plea,  the  court  would  be  dis- 

posed to  discountenance  the  discussion,  as  tending 
to  defeat  the  objects  for  whidi  the  summary  form 
of  proceeding  was  introduced  into  the  practice  of  the 
court  viz:  expedition,  and  the  avoidance  of  expense  to 
the  suitors ;  and  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
enunciated  by  him,  in  the  antecedent  case  above  <nted, 
voBcwmt.  ^^  observed:  ^^I  apprehend  that  no  absolutely  new 
Stold^taft  matter,  that  is,  matter  of  a  separate  and  dbtinet 
SSTtottlf  character  from  that  whidb  is  alleged  in  the  answer, 
^tte^    ought  to  be  pleaded  in  a  rejoinder,  unless,  indeed, 
^^%^  such  new  matter  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
^"^^     party  pleading  for  the  first  time  since  the  ori|^nal 
^^^fy^^gi^    answer  was  given  in.    Subsidiary  matter,  in  support 
^X^  of  the  original  defence,  may  be  alleged  under  a  great 
variety  of  circumstances ;  for  instance,  when  issue  is 
taken  on  the  original  defence,  and  averments  are 
made  in  support  of  that  issue,  which  require  to  be 
contradicted  or  explained ;  in  such  a  case,  there  is 
no  other  mode  in  which  they  can  be  answered,  save 
in  a  rejoinder."    After  an  elaborate  examination  of 
the  allegations  on  both  sides,  Dr.  LusmiroTOK  said, 
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that,  upon  the  whole,  he  thought  theVejohtder'wai  <"f^*  ^ 
entitled  to  be  admitted*  He  was  aware,  he  said, 
that  an  increase  of  expense  and  deky  might  ensue 
from  this  further  investigation;  but  it  was  abun- 
dantly dear  tiiat  the  party  had  a  right  to  make  good 
his  defence  by  the  averments  contained  in  the  rejoin* 
der,  and  that  they  wereneceenary,  and  called  for  by 
the  reply*  Upon  lihe  annundcation  of  this  decirion, 
HAGaAAD,  counsel  for  the  promovent,  observed : 
^  My  party  must  have  time  toranswer  these  matters.?'. 
To  which  Dr.  Lusmvoroir  answered,  ^^  If  I  am  fur^ 
nished  with  an  affidavit,  that,  for  the  purposes  of 
justice,  it  is  necessary  to  answer  them,  I  will  allow ' 
time.'' 

In  addition  to  the  above  mentioned  rules,  incul* 
cated  by  the  present  judge  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  other  highly  salutary  rules,  designed  to 
repress  uimecessary  prolixity  in  pleading,  wore  laid 
down  and  enforced  by  his  iomiediate  predeoesscn; 
A  brief  reference  to  the  case  here  more  espedally 
alluded  to  will  serve,  nt  once,  to  explain  and  to 
Ulostrate  them.  In  a  suit  by  a  mariner,  for  wages, 
a  defensive  allegation  was  brought  in,  consisting  of 
five  articles.  The  first  set  forth  the  mariner's  coeh 
traot  The  second  described  the  voyage  outward 
and  homeward,  specifying  tiie  porta  visited,  and  the 
landing  and  shipmrat  of  goods,  etc  Ilie  third 
dbaiged  the  mariner  with  misconduct  and  disobedi- 
ence dnring  the  voyage,  and  ft  refusal  to  perform 
duty  on  certain  spemfied  days. .  The  fourth  alleged 
that  the  mate  of  the  vessel  had,  dnring  the  voyage, 
been  in  the  practice  of  plfermg  the  q>iritQous  HquoiB 
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TOb «»    miA  yf^^  on  IxMrd)  and  charged  the  mariner  wilii 
enoonraging  him  to  oonmiit  these  oflbncee,  by  par- 
taking of  the  stolen  liquors :  this  article  also  alleged 
that  the  mariner,  having  obtained  leave  to  go  on 
.    shore,  after  the  retom  of  the  vessel  to  the  London 
docks,  left  the  ship  and  never  afterwards  retomed ; 
and  in  conclusion,  recapitulating  his  allied  offences, 
the  article  alleged  and  propounded  that  the  mariner 
had  thereby  forfeited  all  legal  right  or  claim  to  the 
.  wages  that  otherwise  would  have  been  due  to  hint 
The  fifth  article,  ^  in  part  siipply  of  proof,  referred 
to  the  mariner's  contract^  and  to  the  log-book  in  the 
'  r^stry ;  and  alleged  that  Glint  [the  mariner]  exe* 
cuted  the  contract  by  signing  by  his  mark ;  and  Hiat 
the  contract  was  reiad,  or  the  purport  and  effect  fully 
explained  to  him,  and  that  he  understood  the  same." 
The  admission  of  the  all^ation  being  opposed, 
Sir  John  Nioholl,  in  deciding  the  question,  ob- 
served: ^^The  present  allegation  is  defensive.    In 
substance,  the  owners  have  a  right  to  set  up  the 
defence  it  offers ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  it  is 
in  proper  form  ?    It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  watch 
that  no  unnecessary  matter  be  introduced.    Every 
page,  every  sentence,  increases  expense;  such  an 
allegation,  therefore,  should  be  limited  to  matter 
contradictory  and  responsive  to  the  summary  petih 
tion,  and  not  be  a  repleader  of  it     Now,  the  first 
and  second  artidea  repeat  the  facts  that  are  in.  the 
Bummary  petition,  and  I  accordingly  reject  them  as 
unnecessary.    The  allegation  may,  however,  com- 
mence thus :  ^  Whereas,  it  is  allied,  in  the  summary 
petition,  that,  during  the  voyages  therein  set  forth, 
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the  8Md  Peter  Glint  did  W0U  and  tnily  perfonn  1^  catAF-i. 
duty  as  carpenter  on  board  the  said  ship,  and  was 
obedient  to  all  lawfol  commands ;'  and  then  allege^ 
as  in  the  third  counterpleading,  in  the  nsoal  form, 
with  a  reference,  perhaps,  to  the  log,  recording  his 
absence  firom  duty.  The  fonrth  charges  embezzle- 
ment, and  may  stand  thos :  ^  That,  dming  the  voyage, 
there  were  spiritoons  liquors  on  board,  belonging  to 
the  owner,  and  also  wine,  taken  in  at  the  Gape  on 
the  retom  voyage;  that  certain  of  the  crew  fre- 
quently embezzled  parts  of  such  spirituous  liquors 
and  wine,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  so  stolen ; 
and  having  been  seen  to  take  the  same,  he  acknow- 
ledged he  had  so  done.'  The  remiunder,  except  the 
latter  part,  which  pleads  the  legal  consequences  of 
misconduct,  may  then  stand  as  a  new  article.  The 
fifth  I  reject  as  unnecessary :  the  mariner's  contract 
isbronghtin;  it  is  not  contradicted,  and  it  is  allied 
in  the  petition  to  have  been  executed  by  the  mariner. 
This  allegation,  as  thus  compressed,  is  admissible ; 
but  what  will  be  its  legal  ^ect^  can  only  be  properly 
ascertained  when  the  whole  case  is  before  the  court" 


Before  taking  leave  of  the  system  of  pleading  in 
the  High  Gourt  of  Admiralty,  it  is  proper  to 
advert  to  what  is  there  denominated  an  ^^Appearance 
under  protest ;"  a  step  shown  by  the  reported  cases 
to  have  been  very  frequently  resorted  to,  though, 
from  the  almost  indiscriminate  manner  in  which, 
during  the  long  presidency  of  Lord  Stowxll,  it 
was  applied,  its  appropriate  use  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  distinctly  marked ;  or  if  it  was  so  origi* 
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▼oc*^«*  nally,  or  in  theory,  it  aeemd  not  to  have  heen  wefl 
ISSSS  understood  by  the  practitioaeiB  in  the  court  But, 
mH^*  at  length,  by  the  direet  atithoritative  interposition 
ttSLonS!!^  of  the  court,  it  has  been  restricted  to  the  purpose 
of  questioning  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  as  will 
appear  by  the  following  cases. 

In  a  cause  of  damage  by  collidon,  the  owner  of 
the  Girolamo  [the  damaging  ship],  appeared 
under  proftest  on  the  ground,  that  under  the  6 
George  IV .,  he  was  not  liable  for  the  damage. 
The  statute  provisions  relied  on,  exempt  the  owner 
of  the  vessel  from  liabiHfy  for  loss  or  damage, 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  incompetency  of  a 
licensed  {»ltit  on  board.  An  answer  had  been  given 
to  the  grounds  of  the  protest^  averring  that  the 
Girolamo  was  a  foreign  vessel,  and  indsting  ihat^ 
for  this  reason,  the  case  was  not  within  the  act 
The  answer  also  alleged  that  the  Girolamo  had  been 
imprudently  towed  down  the  river  at  a  rapid  rate, 
in  a  dense  fog.  To  this  part  of  the  answer  a  reply 
had  been  given  in,  denying  the  alleged  imprudence. 
Sir  Jomr  Nioholl,  in  pronouncing  his  decision, 
said :  **"  This  protest  does  not  d^iy  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  nor  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings; 
the  statement,  if  anything,  is  matter  of  defence ; 
and  to  preserve  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings^ 
the  protest  must  therefore  be  overruled  (a). 

In  a  still  more  recent  case.  Dr.  LuBHnroTOK  said 
that  he  wished  ^4t  to  be  understood  that^  for  the 
future,  there  must  be  no  appearance  under  protest 

(a)  Tke  Girolamo^  3  Haggard's  B.,  169, 173. 
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in  aaaj  of  these  cases,  except  where  there  is  a  real  °^  ^ 
question  as  to  the  jarisdiction(a). 

The  references  to  this  form  of  appearance,  in  the 
reports  of  cases  decided  in  oar  own  conrtsr  are 
equivocal  and  very  rare ;  and,  in  the  few  instances 
where  it  occurs,  the  phrase  was  probaUy  employed 
in  a  general  sense,  as  descriptive  of  an  exception 
taken  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  rather  than  of 
any  particular  verbal  formula  adapted  to  that  pm> 
pose,  and  in  most  cases  was  probably  used  without 
any  very  definite  notion  of  its  import  in  the  English 
admiralty,  whence  it  was  borrowed.  Thus,  in  the 
report  of  an  early  case  decided  on  appeal  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  in  which  William  Maley,  comman- 
der  of  a  public  armed  vessel  of  the  United  States, 
was  sued  in  the  admiralty  for  an  asserted  unlawful 
seizure  of  the  schooner  Mercator,  it  is  stated  that  he 
appeared  to  the  libel  ^'and  protested  against  the 
proceedings,  setting  forth  in  his  protest  the  capture 
of  the  Mercator,  on  the  ground  of  her  having  violated 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  etc^  and  claimmg  that 
the  libel  should  be  dismissed  with  costs.^  In  the 
district  courts  the  libel  was  dismissed;  but  "the 
circuit  court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  district 
court,  overruled  and  rejected  the  protest  of  Maley, 
and  ordered  him  to  appear  absolutely  without  protest 
before  the  district  court(i).''  In  another  case,  it  is 
stated  that  ^  the  respondent  appeared  by  a  proctor 
of  the  court)  and  demurred  to  the  libel  f  and  Mr. 

(a)  l%e  PrateetaTf  1  W.  Robmaon's  R.,  45,  62. 
(6)  JUoley  r.  Shattuck,  3  Onuidi's  B..  468  (1  Oortii'i  Dedik  8, 
a,  643). 
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T^t.  Justice  JoHRBOir,  in  pronoaacisg  the  dedsion  of  the 
Sujireme  Court,  obEiervee  that  the  defendant  had 
^demurred  under  prote8t(a).''  And  in  an  e^rly 
case  1>efore  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  the  claimant  is  stated 
to  have  ^appeared  under  protest,  denying  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  coorti  and  setting  forth  the 
alienage  of  the  parties  f  and  the  learned  jndgi^  at 
the  conclnsion  of  his  judgment  asserting  the  juris* 
diction  of  the  courts  using  the  language  uniformly 
employ  ed  on  the  like  oocadona,  with  slight  variationfl, 
in  the  High  C!ourt  of  Admiralty  of  Ikigland,  said : 
^I  oyerrule  the  protest  of  the  claimant  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  apd  assign  him  to  answer 
peremptorily  to  the  libel  of  the  plaintiff^ 

There  may  be,  and  probably  are,  other  instances 
in  which  similar  expressions  occur  in  the  American 
reports,  but  these  are  the  only  ones  I  remember  to 
have  met  with.  Nothing  is  said  of  this  form  of 
proceeding,  either  by  Judge  Bbtis,  or  by  Mr. 
BuKLAP ;  nor  is*"  there  any  precedent  for  it  in  the 
collection  of  precedents  appended  by  Mr.  Sumnbb 
to  the  work  of  the  latter  author.  Neither  is  there 
any  trace  of  it  in  Marriott^s  Formulary.  I  find, 
however,  among  the  precedents  subjoined  to  Mr. 
Hallos  translation  of  Glerke^s  Praads,  what  is 
called  a  ^^  Protest  to  Evidence,''  taken,  as  I  infer, 
from  the  proceedings  in  a  case  in  the  District  Court 
fbr  the  Eastern  District  of  PennsylTania(5). 

(a)  Manro  y.  Almeida^  10  Wheaton's  R.,  473  (6  Cnrtis'i  DedB.  S. 
0.,  485).  ♦ 

(6)  1^  preoedent  b  ns  follows: 

^' The  respondent,  Stephen  Dntilh,  objects  to  the  commission  Issaed 
oat  of  this  honorable  court,  directed  to  W.  H.  D.,  Ac;  and  the  de- 
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Uiisatisfoctory  as  the  foregoing  account  of  an  ^'^^^ 
Appearance  under  protest  in  a  suit  in  the  admiralty 
will  probably  be  to  the  inquisitive  reader,  I  have 
now  imparted  all  the  information  which  I  have  been 
able  to  collect  upon  the  subject  from  the  sources 
within  my  reach,  except  the   statements^  of  Dr.  • 
BsowifE,  which,  though  they  may  hare  been,  and  JJJjy^J  ^ 
indeed  seem  to  have  been,  warranted  by  the  actual  "  '^^^ 
practice  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  even  so  late 
as  the  date  of  the  publication  of  his  work,  are 
entirely  irreconcilable  witli  what  was  said  by  Sir  J, 
NiGHOLL  in  the  ease  of  The  Girdamo  above  cited(a), 
and  with  the  impressions,  as  far  as  they  are  dis- 
cemable,  which  have  prevailed  in  our  own  courts 
upon  tiie  subject    *^  Let  us  now  suppose,"  observes 
the  writer,  ^  that  some  person  cited  or  interested, 
as  the  master  or  owner  or  occupier,  daiming  right 

pontloDfl  of  f*  0.  M.|  Uken  bj  tb«  said  oovnioiflfiionen  and  letnnied 
to  thiB  oourt,  being  read  in  evidence  bo  far  as  affects  the  right  and 
interest  of  the  said  Stephen  Dntilh,  and  the  issue  joined  between  the 
said  J.  B.  and  J.  S.y  and  the  said  S«  D.  doth  proteat  against  the  same 
beiBg  read  in  endenoe  so  ikr  as  it  maj  in  any  waj  afleet  him  in  the 
defeaoe  he  hath  made,  and  the  right  and  interest  he  hath  in  the  mat- 
ter in  controren^.  M.  Bawls,  for  S.  Dutilh,  RegponderU. 

^The  above  objection  having  been  offered  to  the  court,  and  a  motion 
halving  been  made  for  leave  to  enter  the  same  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  and  his  honor  the  jiidge  havhig  reAsed  permission  to  enter  the 
asme,  the  advocates  for  the  aaid^Stephea  Dutilh,  respondent,  do  pio- 
iest  against  the  conduct  of  the  said  judge  in  this  particular. 

rIwS,  \^dvocaie8irar8:DtaiIh. 

2»th  July,  1800."  [HaU's  Adm.  Practice,  164.] 

On  what  ground  this  proceeding  may  have  been  supposed  to  be  ne- 
cessary, proper  w  useful,  Imust  leave  it  to  the  learned  reader  to  divine, 
(a)  Sttpra,  p.  224. 
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T^»  of  posseBsion  thereiB,  appears  and  defends  ihe  ship, 
he  will  either  appear  under  a  protest^  or  absolutely. 
In  the  former  mode,  the  party  appears  protesting 
that  he  doth  so  only  to  save  his  contumacy ;  and 
ihat  for  reasons  set  forth  in  his  protest,  he  is  not 
•  bound  to  answer ;  as,  for  instance,  that  he  is  sued 
as  owner,  although  he  never  was  owner,  but  only  a 
broker;  or  that  he  is  sued  for  wages  by  a  mariner 
who  never  was  on  board  his  ship,  or  that  he  is 
sued  for  ransom  money  exceeding  the  value  of  a 
ship  and  eeo^,  which  he  has  offered  to  abandon : 
which  assertions  he  supports  by  affidavits  and  ex- 
hibits, and  desires  to  be  dismissed.  To  this  the 
promovent  replies  by  allegations,  contradicting 
those  of  the  protester,  and  further  alleging  that  his 
appearance  under  protest  is  in  no  respect  agreeable 
to  law  and  the  known  practice  of  the  court,  the 
matter  by  him  set  forth  being  to  be  introduced  in 
no  other  way  than  by  plea  and  proof;  wherefore  he 
prays  the  judge  to  reject  his  petition  to  be  dismissed, 
and  to  assign  him  to  appear  absolutely(a)." 

This  reply  seems,  indeed,  very  reasonable  to  the 
enumerated  grounds  of  protest,  which,  it  will  be 
seen,  are  strikingly  obnoxious  to  the  observation  of 
Sir  John  NighoUi  concerning  the  ground  of  protest 
in  the  case  of  The  tjHrolamo^  that  it  was,  "  if  any- 
thing, matter  of  defence.^  It  may  be  supposed, 
however,  that  Dr.  Browiob  has  correctly  stated  the 
form  of  the  protest,  in  saying  that  **  the  party  ap- 
pears protesting  that  he  doth  so,  only  to  save  his 

(a)  2  Browne's  Oiy.  and  Adm.  LttW,  406. 
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contumacy;  and  that,  for  reasons  set  fortb  in  liis   cnrAP.s. 
protest^  lie  is  not  bonnd  to  ansTrer." 

Bnt  assuming  the  legitimate  nse  of  an  appearance  ^^^ 
under  protest  to  be,  to  contest  the  jurisdiction  of  ^S^ST 
the  court;  and  conceding  it  to  be  the  most  proper  ;"'~"''- 
mode  of  doing  so,  there  is  no  authority  for  asserting     . 
that^  in  the  Ammcan  courts,  it  is  necessary  even  for 
this  purpose.     When  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  oi^eeik..^ 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  libel,  there  can  be  no  ^^^ 
doubt  of  the  admissibility  and  substantial  propriety 
of  a  simple  demurrer(ci) ;  and  indeed  it  matters  not 
in  what  mode,  however  informal,  in  such  cases,  the 
fact  of  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  is  brought  to  the  notice 
of  the  court ;  for,  in  whatever  manner  it  may  be 
done,  the  court  will,  of  course,  thenceforth  desist 
from  all  farther  cognizance  of  the  cause,  or,  in  the 
language  of  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
will  ^  prohibit  it8elf(J),''    And  where  the  want  of 
jurisdiction  results  from  facts  not  appearing  on  the 

(a)  Manro  t,  Almeida^  16  Wheaton's  R.,  473  (6  Curtis's  DecU.  S. 
C,  485) ;  Wilion  y.  Oraham,  4  Washington's  R.,  59. 

(h)  7%«  Be6,  Ware'iB  K,  332.  This  was  a  suit  for  salyage,  in  whicli 
both  the  libellaats  and  respondents  were  British  subjects.  After  a 
claim  and  answer  had  been  given  in,  and  testimony  had  been  taken  on 
commission,  a  moHon  was  made  to  dismiss  the  suit  for  want  of  juris- 
diction. The  learned  judge  held,  that,  oon§idering  the  objection  under 
one  of  the  aspects  which  it  had  been  made  to  assume,  viz.,  that  pf  an 
asMrted  incapacity  of  the  court  to  take  cognizance  of  the  case,  he  was 
bound  to  entertun  the  motion ;  but  that  considered  as  a  mere  declina- 
toiy  plea,  founded  upon  the  idea  that  the  respondents,  being  foreigners, 
ought  not  to  be  subjected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  against  their 
consent,  the  motion  came  too  late. 

Where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  does  not  appear  on  the  fitce  of  the 
libel,  if  the  defendant  omits  to  put  in  a  declinatory  exception  or  plea 
to  the  jorisdiction,  bnt  answers  the  libel,  he  thereby  waires  the  objec- 
tion.   2  Browne's  Oir.  and  Adm.  Law,  442. 
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&ce  of  ike  libel,  rach  ftctB  may,  without  doabt^  be 
set  forth  in  a  plea  to  th(i  jnrifldictioxi  of  the  conrt^  in 
the  ordinary  form.  There  is  in  the  appendix  of 
Hau/s  translation  of  Gierke's  Frazis,  a  precedent 
lor  sneh  a  plea,  bearing  the  signatnrei  as  proctor,  of 
an  eminent  jurist^  deeply  learned,  especially  in  the 
eiyillaw(a);  and  in  several  of  the  early  cases  decided 


(a)  H«11'8  Adm.  Pnctioei  151.    The  precedent  S0  as  follows: 
"To  the  HofwrabUy  f c, 
**  The  Plea  of  Pffts  rb  Ascadk  Joanxkk,  a  dtuDen  of  the  Frendi  Repab- 
lie,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  oonoexBed  in  the  capture  of  the 
British  Ship  WiUiam  and  her  cargo,  to  the  label  and  petition 
exhibited  to  this  Honorable  Court,  by,  etc 

"  The  said  Pierre  Arcade  Joanene,  b j  protestation,  not  confessing  or 
acknowledging  any  of  the  matters  and  things  In  the  libellant's  said 
petitioB  and  libel  cootainedi  to  be  true  in  such  maimer  and  form  as  the 
same  are  therein  and  thereby  alleged,  for  plea  to  the  said  libel  and 
petition,  says :  That  he  was,  at  the  time  of  his  attacking  in  a  hostile 
manner  and  making  prize  of  the  said  ship  TVUliam,  her  cargo  and 
peo]^  and  now  is,  dnly  commissioned  by  the  French  Repttblic  as 
captun  on  board  the  armed  schooner  CUigen  Qenetj  fitted  ont  by  and 
belonging  to  citueens  of  the  said  Republic,  to  attack  all  the  enemies  of 
the  said  Republic  whererer  he  might  find  them,  and  take  them  prisoners 
with  their  ships,  arms  and  property  that  might  be  found  in  their  poases* 
saon;  which  commission  he  is  ready  to  show  onto  your  Honor. 

''That  he,  the  said  Pierre  Arcade  Joanene,  with  his  offioenj  seamen 
and  mariners  on  board  the  said  armed  schooner  Citizen  Genet,  took  as 
'prize  the  British  ship  William  as  aforesaid,  with  the  proper^  that  was 
found  on  board  of  her,  the  said  ship  and  property  belonging  to  some 
subject  or  subjects  of  the  king  of  Qreat  Qritain,  and  took  the  people 
on  board  of  her  prisoners,  they  being  subjects  of  the  said  King,  and  tiie 
said  King  and  his  subjects  then  being  in  open  hostili^and  actual  war 
with  the  French  Republic  and  her  citizens,  and  broni^t  the  said  ship 
and  property  as  prize,  and  the  people  on  board  of  her  as  prisoners,  into 
the  port  of  Philadelphia,  and  there  detains  [them]  on  board  the  said 
schooner  Citizen  Gbnet. 

''That  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  treaty  subsisting  between  the 
United  Sta^  of  America  and  the  French  Republic,  it  doth  not  pertain 
to  this  Honorable  Court,  nor  is  it  within  the  cognizance  of  this  court 
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in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  «^  •• 
District  of  South  Carolina^  there  was  a  ^  plea  to  the 
jnri9diction((]^).''  In  some  of  the  reported  cases,  also, 
,a  plea  to  the  jnrisdiction  has  been  combined  with 
an  answer.  Thns,  in  a  case  in  the  Maasachosetts 
district,  the  owner  of  the  cargo  proceeded  against^ 
it  is  slEdd,  ^  filed  a  claim  and  answer  denying  the 
jnrisdiction  of  the  conrt(3)  f  and  in  a  very  late  case 
which  arose  in  the  Eastern  District  of  Lonisianay  a 
like  form  of  pleading  was  adopted.  It  was  a  snit 
for  damage  bycollision^occnrring  on  the  Riyer  Missis* 
mppL  The  libel,  in  five  articles,  sets  forth  the  circnm* 
stances  attending  the  alleged  injury,  showing  it  to 
have  been  occasioned  by  negligence  and  mismanage* 
ment  <»i  the  part  of  the  yessel  proceeded  against* 
The  answer,  in  several  distinct  articles,  allies  that 

mt  allf  to  interfere  or  hold  plea  respecting  the  awd  ship  or  property  so 
taken  as  prize,  or  the  British  subjects  taken  on  board  of  her  as  prisoners. 

^  Wherefore  he  prajs  that  he  may  be  hence  dismissed,  and  the  said 
ship  and  cargo  disehargod  from  arrest,  etc. 

'*Dv  PovcxAu,  Frodor  fir  RuponimU* 

"  11th  June,  1793." 

In  a  case  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Sootii  Carolina,  a  plea  of  the  same  nature  and  general  import  was 
offered  bj  a  third  person,  who  dumed  a  right  to  interpose  in  yirtne 
of  m  certificate  from  the  French  consul,  representing  him  as  an  agent, 
for  certain  purposes  relatiTC  to  prizes,  of  the  French  Bepublic.  His 
plea  was  ''rqpelled  with  costs,  as  being  brought  forward  by  a  person 
Incoaipeteiit  thereto;"  and  the  court  seems  to  haye  been  of  opinion 
that  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  could  properly  be  offered 
only  \fy  the  defendant  in  fropria  penona^  and  on  oath,  and  not  there- 
fore by  the  proctor  of  the  party.  But  it  is  belieyed  that  no  such 
technical  distinction  is  now  recognized  by  our  courts. 

(a)  Dean  y.  AnguB^  Bee's  R.,  369 ;  ClitUim  y.  7%e  Hannah  and 
Qanral  KnoTi  Id.,  419. 

{b)  The  VohinUer  and  Cargo,  1  Sumner'k  R.,  551,  552.  See  also 
Ihe  JUheceOj  Ware's  R.,  188. 
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tiie  ooUisiou  took  place  within  the  body  of  a  oonnty 
of  the  State  of  Louisiana ;  that  at  the  place  whei*e 
it  occurred,  there  was  no  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide ; 
that  the  collision  did  not,  therefore,  happen  on  the 
high  seas ;  {hat  neither  of  the  yesselB  concerned  was 
at  the  time  employed  in  maritime  navigation,  and 
tiiat  neither  of  them  was  built  or  designed  for  that 
parpoee.  For  these^reasons,  the  answer  insists  that 
^^  the  conrt  has  not  jurisdiction,  and  ought  not  to 
proceed  to  enforce  the  daim^  of  the  libellants.  The 
•  answer  then  proceeds  as  follows:  "And  the  said 
respondents,. in  ease  their  said  plea  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  so  above  propounded,  articulated 
and  pleaded,  should  be  overruled,  then  they,  for 
further  defensive  answer,  articulately  propound  and 
say,''  eta;  setting  forth,  ia  five  additional  articles, 
the  grounds  of  defence  upon  the  merits.  It  would 
seem,  moreover,  from  the  report  of  this  case,  that  it 
was  not  until  after  "  a  great  body  of  evidence  was 
taken,''  and  the  whole  case  came  before  the  district 
court  for  final  decision,  that  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion was  argued  and  decided(a).  But  as  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  is  ia  its  nature  a  preliminary  inquiry, 
it  is  certainly  more  proper  to  present  it  in  a  separate 
ouecttomte  &Qd  distiuct  plca ;  and  in  whatever  form  it  may  be 
gotto^b<d-  presented,'  it  should  be  brought  to  the  consideration 
of  the  court  at  the  first  opportunity,  and  be  decided 
before  incurring  expenses  which  would  be  rendered 
fruitless  by  the  dismission  of  the  cause  for  want  of 
jurisdiction. 


(a)  Waring  et  al  y.  OarXr,  6  Homrd'i  R.,  441  (Id  Cnrtis's  Deois. 
8.  C,  456). 
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It  is  neceeeary  to  proceed  now  to  a  somewhat  <^bj^^ 
more  direct  conmderation  of  the  modes  of  defence  ^^ 
in  the  American  courts  of  admiralty;  premising,  ™^JJ2Jj; 
only,  that  whatever  differences  there  may  be 
between  the  practice  of  onr  courts  and  that  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  this  respect,  there  are 
none  which  affisct  the  applicabDity  of  the  general 
principles  above  mentioned,  lately  declared  in  the 
latter  court.  The  nice  division  and  exact  distribu- 
tion of  the  several  matters  o^  defence,  in  the  civil 
law  and  ecclesiastical  courts,  as  described  in  treatises 
on  the  practice  of  these  tribunals,  are  rarely 
mentioned  in  our  courts,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to 
enumerate  them ;  although,  arising  as  they  do  out 
of  the  nature  of  the  subject,  and  being  therefore  in 
themselves  accurate,  they  are  theoretically  applicable 
to  admiralty  pleadings. 

In  our  courts  we  hear  little  of  any  other  plead-  SJJtSST' 
ings,  except  the  libel  and  answer.    Whether  the  SrtS^S?" 
libel  be  **  contested  negatively,"  by  a  denial  of  its  ^jj^^^y 
truth ;  or  whether  it  is  opposed  by  matter  "  defen-  ^^ 
sive  ^  or  "  exceptive  f-  and  whethw  the  matter  be 
"dilatory**  or  "peremptory;  in  other  words,  whether 
the  matter  insisted  on  by  the  defendant,  would,  in 
a  court  of  common  law,  be  available  under  plea  of 
the  general  issue,  or  constitute  the  proper  subject  of 
a  special  plea  in  bar,  of  a  plea  of  abatement,  or  of 
a  demurrer ;  such  matter  usually  finds  its  place  in 
the  jlTOwsb  of  the  defendant.    We  have  already 
seen  that  exceptions  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
have  been  repeatedly  taken  in  this  mode,  and  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  authority  denying  the  right  to 
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T^t.  propomid  any  odier  matter,  exceptive  cht  defeiifiiYe, 
in  like  maimer.  On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  be 
conceded.  Thns,  in  a  snit  by  a  mariner  for  wages, 
where  one  of  the  objections  taken  at  hearing  was, 
that  the  suit  had  been  prematurely  commenced^  ten 
dajrs  not  having  then  elapsed  after  the  dischaige  of 
the  vessers  caigo ;  and  where,  althoogh,  in  antidr 
pation  of  this  objection,  it  was  alleged  in  the  libel 
that  the  vessel  was  abont  to  proceed  to  sea  within 
the  ten  days,  there  was  in  the  answer  no  denial  of 
this  allegation,  the  conrt  observed  that  tiie  objection 
did  not  go  to  the  merits,  but  was  ^^  merely  a  dilatory 
exception ;  and  if  the  respondent  had  intended  te 
rely  npon  it,  he  shoold  have  put  the  question  of  hct 
in  issue  by  a  dilatory  plea  in  abatement,  or,  by  a 
distinct  denial  of  the  averment  in  the  libel,  bff  a 
cowUer  aBeffatum  in  his  €mswer{a)P 

(ja)  The  WUUam  Harris,  Ware's  R.,  367.  I  would,  howev<er,  b  j  no 
means  be  understood  as  intending  to  represent  the  practioe  described 
in  the  text  as  nniversal  in  oar  courts,  much  less  to  recommend  it. 
The  case  of  I%e  David  Pratt  [entitled,  by  mistake  I  presume,  Prati  y. 
Th9nuu]j  Ware's  R.,  427,  is  an  instanoe.of  the  opposite,  and  oertainlj 
the  more  correct  mode  of  defensive  pleading.  The  master  of  the 
vessel  appeared,  and  for  the  purpose  of  avuling  himself  of  the  objec- 
tions enumerated  below,  '<  put  in  a  dilatory  exception  to  the  libel  in 
the  nature  of  a  demurrer ;"  insisting  "  that  he  is  under  no  obligiition 
or  necessity  by  law  to  answer  the  same  in  this  court,  and  that  this 
court  has  no  proper  authority  to  hear  and  try  the  same,  and  that  pro- 
cess in  this  cause  issued  improvidently,  and  in  partioular  he  excepts 
thereto: 

1.  That  the  sud  libel  endeavors  to  unite  and  mix  up  distinct,  hete* 
rogeneous  and  multi&rious  matters,  which  cannot  be  joined  in  the 
same  complaint ;  namely,  matter  in  alleged  subtraction  of  wsges,  and 
matter  of  damage,  assault  and  battery,  and  wrongfol  imprisonment. 

2.  That  there  is  no  proper  account  or  exMbit  of  the  pretended  de- 
mand or  daim  for  wages.    And, 
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However  inartificial  such  a  syBtem  of  pleading  Q^-  •» 
may  appear  to  the  learned  reader,  whose  attention 
in  this  respect  has  previonsly  been  directed,  chiefly 
or  ezdnsiyely,  to  the  diversified  forms  of  pleading 
in  conrtB  of  eqnity,  and  especially  in  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  no  great  practical  inconvenience  may 
resnlt  from  this  simplicity.  It  is  certainly  desirable, 
however,  that  there  shoold  be  some  appellate  dis- 
tinction  between  the  direct  answer  to  the  libel  and 
interrogatories^  if  any,  appended  thereto,  which  the 
defendant  is  obliged  to  give,  and  a  pleading  in  the 
natore,  wholly  or  in  part,  of  a  demurrer  or  a  special 
plea ;  and  the  appellations  of  gjbnxral  and  special 
answer,  seem  to  be  appropriate  for  this  purpose ; 
the  denomination  of  general  cmd  apeoioL  being  also 
applied,  when,  as  often  happens,  the  answer,  accord- 
ing to  this  mode  of  designation,  is  both  general  and 
specia].    Bnt  it  matters  little  what  names  are  given 

3.  Tluit  there  is-  no  proper  oefh  or  attestetion,  in  due  form  of  law, 
to  the  tmth  of  the  &ct8  undertaken  to  be  set  forth  in  the  said  libel." 

The  superior  fitness  of  the  practice  of  bringing  before  the  court  all 
objections  in  their  nature  preliminary,  by  a  separate  pleading  for  that 
spedflc  poipose,  is  pointedly  asserted  by  Mr.  Justice  Stort,  in  the 
ca^  of  Certain  LogB  of  Mahogany ^  2  Sumner's  R.,  589,  592.  In  tiiat 
case,  one  of  the  grounds  of  defence  insisted  on  by  the  respondent  in 
his  general  answer,  was  the  pendency  of  a  replevin  suit,  substantially, 
as  it  was  contended,  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  ^  The  objection," 
obeerred  the  learned  judge,  ■<  is  in  its  own  nature  a  mere  declinatory  or 
dilatory  objection  m  the  nature  of  a  plea  m  abatement,  and  not  per- 
emptory as  a  bar  on  the  merits.  It  behig  preliminary  in  its  character, 
it  should  haye  been  taken,  if  at  all,  by  a  spedal  plea  in  the  nature  of 
mplea  in  abatement,  known  in  the  practice  of  the  ecdesiastical  and 
admiralty  courts  by  the  appellation  of  a  dilatory  or  declinatory  exce|H 
tion,  whidi  is  always  brought  forward  before  the  contutatip  lUu^  or 
general  defence  in  bar,  or  general  answer  upon  the  merits." 
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▼^s-  to  pleadings,  provided  they  are  framed  with  .the 
requisite  degj*ee  of  fnUness,  precision  and  certainly. 
Some  general  principles  upon  this  sabjeet  have,  from 
time  to  time^  been  laid  down  in  onr  cowts,  aad 
especially  by  Mr.  Justice  Stost  ;  but  tiiieir  «imida- 
tion  is  not  unfireqnently  accompanied  with  expressions 
of  regret  on  account  of  their  non-observance,  and  a 
hope  that  they  would  be  heeded  in  future.  Thus, 
in  the  case  of  TreadvoeH  v.  Joe€ph{a)^  which  was 
a  suit  by  a  seaman  for  gross  maltreatment,  and 
wrongful  assault  and  imprisonment  of  the  libellant, 
{^^£1;SS%  Mr.  Justice  Stobt  observed :  *^  The  matter  in  the 
•rtidlBi.  libel  resolves  itself  into  two  distinct  charges,  each  of 
which  ought  to  have  been  propounded  in  a  distinct 
article,  with  reasonable  certainty  of  time  and  place, 
instead  of  being  mixed  together  in  one  general 
statement ;  for  they  were  not  cotemporaneoa%  nor 
in  any  exact  sense  a  continuation  of  the  same 
injurious  proceeding.  I  cannot  but  express  my 
r^et  at  finding  this  anomalous  and  loose  course  o£ 
practice  so  long  pursued,  and  I  trust  it  will  soon  be 
reformed  by  more  exact  pleadings.  The  first  charge 
is,  that  the  respondent  did,  with  force  and  violence, 
without  rightftil  cause  or  justification,  order  the 
libellant  to  scrape  down  the  masts  of  the  ship  for 
a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit^  fourteen  hours,  the 
wind  blowing  heavily.  The  answer  of  the  respon- 
deat  to  tbis  oh«ge  fa,  « thot  the  «rapmg  of  Te 
masts  of  a  ship  is  a  necessary  duty,  and  proper  to 
be  performed  by  the  mariners  thereof;  and,  that  if 

(a)  Sonmer's  R^  390. 
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the  libellant  was  dtnployed  in  tbat  manner,  it  was   <>^-^ 
a  part  of  tiie  sliip's  duty,  wliicli  the  libellant  waei 
bound,  by  his.  enHstment  on  boaa*d  the  vessel,  to 
perform."    Now,  this  answer  is  insufficient,  both  in  tfSSSrt^ 
matter  and  form*    It  neither  admits  nor  denies  the  ^^^"'^^^^ 
act  complained  oi^  bnt  states^  conditionally,  that '  if 
tiie  libellant  was  employed,  etc^  it  was  part  of  thet 
ship's  duty,'  etc.    It  is  dear,  upon  the  first  principles  Stti^S^ 
of  all  rei^nsiye  pleadings,  that  the  party  who  sets  ^!m  m 
np  a  justification  or  exedse  for  any  act^  most  admit  S|^^* 
this  ezistenee  of  that  act;  and  if  he  4^nies  it,  his  ^*'*'^^ 
denial  mnst  be  in  positiTo  terms.    A  defensive 
all^ation  in  the  admbralty  equally  as  much  requires 
this  certainty,  as  a  plea  at  the  conmion  law.    A 
party  cannot  pnt  forth  a  sort  of  middle  and  specula^ 
tive  answer,  neither  admitting  nor  denying  anything. 
He  should  meet  the  charge  of  the  libel  with  direct 
allegations ;  besides,  the  answer  does  not  reach  the 
gravamen  of  the  charge.    Admitting  it  to  be  a 
part  of  the  duty  of  the  crew  to  scrape  the  masts, 
it  i?  to  be  done  at  proper  times  and  seasons,  and  in 
a  reasonable  manner(a).'' 

These  principles  are  now  expressly  enjoined  by  SSSSST 
the  new  l^es.  Thns,  the  twenty-third  role  directs  ni^  "^ 
that  the  libel  shall  ^^  propound  and  articulate,  in 
distinct  articles,  the  various  allegations  of  fiGtcts 
upon  which  the  libellant  relies  in  support  of  his  suit, 
so  that  the  defendant  may  be  enabled  to  answer, 
distinctly  and  separately,  the  several  matters  con- 
tained in  each  article  f  and  the  twenty-seventh  rule 

(a)  See,  also,  to  the  like  effect,  Ome  t.  Tovm$end^  4  Mason's  R.,  431. 
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VOL  i.  reqtdres,  that  the  **  answer  shall  be  fidl  and  explicit, 
and  distinct  to  each  separate  article  and  separate  alle- 
gation in  the  libel,  in  the  same  order  as  nnmbered  in 
the  libel;  and  shall  also  answer,  in  like  manner,  each 
interrogatory  propounded  at  the  close  of  the  libeL^ 
These  roles,  it  will  be  seen,  are  peremptory  and 
2!^^  mandatory,  and  the  parties  respectively  have  it  in 
=gi.  ihdr  p^er  to  ..ibrc  th«r  ol«r™,ce  by  «^ 
tions.  The  right  of  the  defendant  to  except  to  the 
libel  for  any  defects,  as  well  of  form  as  of  substance, 
is  eiqpressly,  recognized  by  the  twenty-fonrth  rule, 
which  defines  and  regnlates  the  power  of  the  courts 
to  allow  amendments  of  the  libel(a).  On  the  other 
hand,  the  twenty-eighth  mle  provides  that  **The 
Hbellant  may  except  to  the  sufficiency,  or  fullness,  or 
distinctness,  or  relevancy  of  the  answer  to  the  articles 
and  interrogatories  in  the  libel ;  and  if  the  court 
shall  adjudge  the  same  exceptions,  or  any  of  them, 
to  be  good  and  valid,  the  court  shall  order  the 
defendant  forthwith,  [or]  within  such  reasonable 
time  as  the  court  shall  direct,  to  answer  the  same, 
and  shall  further  order  the  defendant  to  pay  such 
costs  as  the  court  shall  adjudge  reasonable."  And 
the  thirty-sixth  rule,  referring  to  defects  of  a  differ- 
ent nature,  provides  generally,  that  ^  Exception  may 
be  taken  to  any  libel,  allegation  or  answer  for 
surplusage,  irrelevancy,  impertinence  or  scandal; 
and  i^  upon  reference  to  a  master(^),  the  exception 

(a)  Appendix,  Rule  xxiy. 

(6)  The  appeUation  *<  master  "  was  probably  here  lued  inadverteotly 
instead  of  cofm,fM»wmer.  The  44th  rale  provides  for  the  aj^int- 
ment  of  ^<  one  or  more  oomnussioners,"  to  hear  and  report  upon  any 
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shall  be  reported  to  be  so  objectionable,  and  [shall  ^^^  •• 
be]  allowed  by  the  court,  the  matter  shall  be 
expunged  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  party  in 
whose  libel  or  answer  the  same  is  foond." 

Mr.  Justice  Stoby  has  repeatedly  taken  occasion  JbTS^tL  * 
to  inculcate  the  propriety  of  applying  to  admiralty  S^lT 
causes,  another  rule  lately  adop^  by  courts  of  ^^f' 
equity,  namely,  that  of  presenting  additional  facts 
when  necessary  in  the  form  of  amendment  to  the 
bill  or  answer,  instead  of  resortmg,  according  to 
what  we  have  seen  to  be  the  English  practice,  to  a 
replication  or  rej(under.  ^  I  regret,''  he  observes,  in 
the  case  of  the  br^  Stxrah  Ann(a%  ^ikat  the 
pleadings  in  this  case  do  not  present  all  the  points 
made  in  argument^  in  a  dear  and  definite  fomk 
The  old  couise  of  practice,  indeed,  was  to  introduce 
additiopal  matters  by  way  of  replication  and  rejoin- 
der; but  the  modem,  and  certainly  the  better 
practice,  is  to  present  new  fSacts,  when '  rendered 
necessary,  in  an  amendment  of  the  libel  and  answer, 
as  is  the  ordinary  couise  in  chancery." 

This  was  said  in  1885,  but  though  the  language 
of  the  learned  judge  implies  the  existence  of  the 
practice  recommended  by  him,  at  that  time,  it 
seems  not  to  have  been  uniformly  followed  even  in 
the  District  of  Massachusetts,  so  lately  as  1844 ;  for 

matten  aridiig  in  the  prog;resB  of  a  tiut,  which  the  oonrt  idmj  deem 
it  expedient  and  neoessary  to  refer ;  and  declares  that  ^  anch  oommia- 
sloner  or  commiiwionerB  shall  have  and  possess  aU  the  powers  in  the 
piemiaes,  wUdi  are  uroally  giyen  to  or  exercised  by  masters  in  chan- 
cery in  lelMraDoes  to  them." 
(a)  2  Sumner's  &^  206, 208. 
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T^i.  in  n  eage  decided  bf  hm  in  that  year,  be  again 
referred  to  the  sabjecty  and  observed :  ^Then,  again, 
the  libellant  has  pat  in,  and  sworn  to,  a  spedal  repli-- 
cation,  without  being  called  npon  by  the  respondent 
to  answer  the  allegations  in  the  answer.  This  is 
irregnlar:.  according  to  the  modem  aikd  correct 
practice,  no  special  replication  is  admissible,  nnlesa 
the  respondent  requires  the  Hbellant  to  give  an 
ajoswer  on  oath  to  the  matters  propounded  in  his 
own  answer,  and  then  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  cross 
bill,  or  revooatio  of  the  civil  law.  It  is,  therefore, 
the  privilege  of  the  respondent  to  require  such  a 
reply;  but  not  the  right  of  the  libellant  to  put  it  in, 
without  its  being  demanded  by  the  respondent,  or 
q>ecially  ordered  by  the  court(a).  Indeed,  I  do  not 
remember  to  have  met  with  but  one  reported  case, 
where  this  mode  of  pleading  has  been  adopted*  I 
refer  to  a  very  recent  case  which  arose  in  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  in  which  there  was 
what  is  called  an  amended  and  supplemental  libel," 
and  ^an  amended  and  supplemental  answer(&)." 
These  phrases  were  borrowed  firom  the  court  of 
chancery.  But  l^ere  is  a  broad  and  well  known 
distinction  in  that  court  between  an  amended  and 
supplemental  bill,  or  answer;  and  if  these  terms 
are  to  be  employed  in  our  courts  of  admiralty,  ihis 
distinction  should  be  preserved(^). 
The  pleading  in  the  abovementioned  case,  de- 

(a)  Qffin  y.  JenkuUj  3  Story's  R.,  108, 121. 
(6)  Waring  etalY,  Clarke,  5  Howiurd'B  R.,  441  (16 Gortis's  DecU. 
S.  0.,  456). 
(c)  See  Stoiy's  Eq.  Pleadings,  678-691,  268,  474 
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nominated  an  ^amended  and  supplemental  libel,"  ohj^-^ 
was  a  response  to  the  exceptive  and  defensive  mat- 
ter propounded  in  the  answer,  and  was  therefore 
what  in  a  suit  at  law,  and  formerly  also  in  a  suit  in 
equity,  would  have  been  a  special  replijcation,  and 
what  in  the  modem  practice  in  equity  constitutes  an 
am^ided  bill;  while  the  pleading  called  ^^an 
amended  and  supplemental  answer"  is  what  in 
chancery  has  usually  been  termed  a  furtiier  answer, 
it  being  responsive  to  the  matter  of  the  amended 
libel(a). 

It  is  obvious  from  what  has  already  been  said  in 
this  chapter,  that  Mr.  Justice  Stobt  regarded  the 
system  of  pleading,  in  chancery  as  the  proper  model 
for  pleadings  in  the  admiralty ;  and  it  is  evident, 
also,  that  the  new  Rules  of  Practice  in  admiralty 
and  maritime  causes  were  framed  under  the  same 
impression ;  but  the  modem  form  of  pleading  above  ^^^ 
mentioned  is  not  enjoined  by  these  rules,  as  it  i^  !p!Sd!rrcpii. 
expressly,  by  the  new  Rules  of  Equity  Practioe(5).  jg»«»d  by 
The  alteration  consists  substantially  in  the  restriction  "^  ^ 
of  the  parties  to  two  pleadings  on  a  side,  and  the 
substitution  of  new  for  old  names((?). 

(a)  Story's  Eq.  Pleadings,  $  878.  In  the  new  Roles  in  Equity, 
howerer,  soch  a  pleading  is  denominated  a  ^^new  or  sapplemental 
answer."    See  Role  xlyi.  ^ 

(6)  The  45th  Rule  declares  that  "no  special  replication  to  any 
answer  shall  he  filed." 

(c)  "  Formerlj,  replications  were  either  general  or  special,  as  they 
still  are  at  law.  A  general  replication,  which  alone,  is  now  need  in 
tqpktjj  is  A  general  denial  of  the  tmth  of  the  defendant's  plea  or 
answer,  and  of  the  sofBcienCT^  of  the  matter  alleged  in  it  to  bar  the 
pbintiff 's  suit,  andanassertionof  the  truth  and  sufficiency  of  the  bilL 
A  spedal  re^oation  was  occasioned  by  the  defendant's  introducing 

81 


34^  ADICQULTT  fRiLCIXCB. 

* 

T^t.  Whether  even  a  a^nd  pleading  will  be  reqmred 
on  either  side,  may  depend  in  the  admiralty  upon 
the  frame  of  the  libel,  as  in  chancery  it  may  npoa 
Ihe  frame  of  the  bilL  K  the  libellant  states  and 
•  avoids,  by  counter  allegations^  the  matter  to  be 
insisted  on  by  the  defendant  by  way  of  defmoe  or 
excuse,  no  farther  pleading  may  be  necessary  after 
the  original  answer  of  the  defendant.  The  right 
to  do  this  is  expressly  declared  by  the  2l6t  of  the 
new  Rules  of  Equity  Practice;  but  the  plaintiff 
may  not  be  apprised  of  the  nature  of  the  defence, 

new  matter  into  his  plea  or  answer,  whidi  made  it  necessaiy  for  tba 
plaintiff  to  put  in  issue  some  additions]  iSeu^  on  his  part,  in  avoidsnoe 
of  such  new  matter  introduced  by  the  defendant  This,  it  seems, 
wts  in  use  in  Lord  Nottihoham's  time.  The  consequence  of  a  speeiil 
replication  was  a  nyoinder,  bj  which  the  defendant  asserted  the  truth 
and  suffidencj  of  h&B  answer,  and  traversed  every  material  part  of 
the  r^tcation ;  and,  if  the  parties  were  not  then  at  issue,  by  reason 
of  some  new  matter  disdosed  in  the  rejoinder,  whkh  requuned  sn 
ansif  er,  the  plaintiff  min^t  file  a  surr^'oinder,  to  which  the  defendaat 
in  his  turn  might  put  in  a  rebutter.  The  pleadings  in  ancient  ixmaa^ 
in  this  manner,  frequently  proceeded  to  a  surr^oinder  and  rebutter ; 
but  the  incouTenienee,  expense^  and  delay  of  these  proceedings 
occasioned  an  alteration  of  the  practice.  Special  replications  have 
gone  quite  out  of  use ;  so  that,  if  any  material  charge  is  omitted  in  the 
bill,  although  it  is  alleged  by  way  of  replication,  it  is  not  pertinent, 
nor  will  it  a£fect  the  defendant.  In  the  room  of  special  replications, 
amendmente  of  the  bill  have  been  substituted ;  and  the  plaintiff  must 
now  always  be  relieved  according  to  the  form  and  matter,  dther 
originally  or  by  amendment,  conUuned  in  his  bilL  To  the  matter  thus 
introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  put  in  a  further  answer, 
whether  required  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do,  or  not;  and  thus  has  the 
advantage  and  effect  of  a  spedal  rgoinder."  Cooper's  Eq.  Pleadings, 
829,  330;  Story's  Eq.  Pleadings,  674,  675. 

It  is  stated  by  Olcrkx,  in  a  note  to  tit  19  of  hU  Praxis,  that  hi 
the  Dutch  admiralty  no  replication  is  permitted.  ^In  Admiralitate 
HoIlandi89,  duplica  non  est  liligantibus  permissa." 
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and  18  not  obliged  thus  to  anlicipate  it^  if  he  is.  It  <'^*  ^ 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  when  by  reason  of  any 
matter  allied  in  the  answer,  an  amendment  of  the  . 
bill  in  chancery,  or  of  the  libel  in  a  suit  in  the  ad* 
miralty,  becomes  necessary,  the  plaintiff  onght  to 
be  allowed  to  amend,  as  a  matter,  not  of  favor, 
but  of  strict  right^  without  costs,  and  without 
application  to  the  court  for  leave ;  but  the  45th  of 
the  new  Bules  of  Practice  declares  that,  in  such 
cases,  *^  he  may  have  leave  to  amend  with  ^r  with- 
out the  payment  of  costs,  as  the  court,  or  a  judge 
there<^  may  in  his  discretion  direct^  The  new 
code  of  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice  contains  but 
a  angle  rule  on  the  subject  of  amendments,  and 
this  rule  is  not  supposed  to  have  been  framed  with 
any  view  to  the  interposition  of  an  amended  libel 
instead  of  a  spedal  replication(a).  The  right  of 
the  libellaat  to  reply,  when  necessary,  in  some  form, 
to  any  defensive  matter  put  forth  by  the  answer, 
and  of  the  defendant  to  do  the  like  in  regard  to 
the  matter  of  the  amended  libel  or  spedal  replicar 
tion  of  the  libellant,  rests,  therefore,  upon  the 
general  principles  of  pleading,  and  is  supposed  not 
to  be  subject  to  any  such  restrictions  as  are  implied 
by  the  rule  in  equity  above  recited. 

The  principle  adopted  in  the  courts  of  chancery  Sj^SL^ 
and  of  common  law,  that  what  is  alleged  on  the 
one  nde  and  not  denied  on  the  other  is  to  be  taken 
as  true,  makes  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  in  a 
suit  in  equity,  even  when  no  further  special  plead-, 
ings  are  required  (unless  the  statements  of  the  bill 

(a)  Sm  AppendiZy  Bole  24. 
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^'ISfi'*  are  admitted  by  the  answer),  to  file  a  general  repli- 
cation denying  the  troth  of  the  defendant's  plea  or 
answer,  and  asserting  the  tmth  and  sufficiency  of 
his  bill ;  bnt  it  rarely  happens  in  the  High  Gonrt 
of  Admiralty  of  England,  or  in  onr  own  conrts, 
as  far  as  can  be  ascertained  by  reported  dedsiona, 
in  cases  contested  on  the  merits,  that  there  is,  and 
for  any  purpose  of  substantial  justice  it  is  not  often 
necessary  that  there  should  be,  any  pleading  subse- 
qc^Bnt  to  the  immediate  response  of  the  defendant 
to  the  libel.  It  in  not  supposed  to  be  necessary, 
therefore,  unless  it  is  required  by  some  express  rule 
or  special  usage  of  the  particular  court  in  which  the 
suit  is  prosecuted,  for  the  libellant  to  file  a  general 
replication  in  any  case,  even  though  the  owner 
should  set  up  a  new  matter  in  defence.  If  the  new 
matter  appears  to  the  libellant  to  be  sufficient  in  law 
to  defeat  his  claim,  and  he  is  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  will  be  able  to  establish  its  truth  by  evi- 
dence, he  ought  to  abandon  his  suit;  but  if  he 
persist  in  prosecuting  it,  his  determination  to  contest 
whatever  tends  to  predjudice  his  interests  is  thereby 
sufficiently  evinced,  and  the  defendant,  as  well  as 
himself^  is  required  to  suppwt  his  allegations  by 
proof(a). 

(a)  In  the  District  Court  of  the  Uiuted  Stutes  for  the  Soathem 
District  of  Kew-Yoric,  the  practice  with  respeet  to  replicatioiui  is  r^^- 
lated  hj  express  rales,  the  operation  of  which  is  thus  stated  hj  the 
learaed  judge  of  that  oonrt  in  his  sommary  of  its  practice:  ^  Replica- 
tions need  not  be  filed  to  answers  without  oath,  taking  issnes  in  fitct 
to  the  allegations  of  the  KbeL  The  re^cmdent  will  be  required,  and 
the  libellant  will  be  permitted,  each  to  give  testimony  in  support  of 
their  respectiYe  allegations,   the  issue  being  complete  without  any 
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It  is,  bowever,  an  inflejdble  principle  in  conrta  of  ^^^^  ^ 
admiralty,  no  leas  than  in  all  other  conrts,  that  no  SSi£i"^ 
evidence  is  admissible  in  a  cause,  except  such  as  SJ^e^ 
relates  to  the  express  all^ations.  on  the  one  side  or  dtoSli^ 
the  other  therein.     The  parties  are  respectively 
bound,  in  some  form,  to  apprise  each  other  of  their 
reepective  pretensions;  and  the  proofe,  to  be  avail* 
able,  must  accord  with  the  aUegations.   If,  therefore, 
the  answer  sets  up  a  justification  which  the  libellant 
is  «ble,  by  new  matter,  to  repel,  but  which  he  has 
omitted  in  his  libel  to  state,  and  by  proper  counter 
allegations  to  avoid,  it  behooves  Hm  to  bring  forward 
aach  matter  by  an  amended  libel  or  a  special  repli* 
cation ;  because  if  he  omit  this  precaution,  he  may 
not  only  debar  himself  of  the  right  to  introduce 
independent  evidence  necessary  to  the  maintenance 
oi  his  suit,  but  forego  any  advantage  which  he  might 
otherwise  derive  from  evidence  actually  given ;  for  < 
it  is  not  sufficient  that  facts  are  proved  which  show  SSm 
that  a  party  has  a  good  cause  of  action,  or  a  valid  ^^^ 
defence,  unless  there  are  allegations  suited  to  bring  ^^'^'^ 
such  {acta  as  matters  of  plea  and  coutrbversy  before, 
the  ooiiH;(a). 

Bpecud  replication  being  filed ;  but  the  allegationB  of  a  Bwom  answer 
reeponfllYe  to  the  charges  of  the  libel  will  be  deemed  admitted,  onlesSy 
within  four  dajs  fiom  the  time  the  answer  is  perfected,  or  fkx>m  the 
time  allowed  to  except  thereto,  he  files  a  replication,  or  serves  on  the 
respondent's  proctor  a  written  notice,  that,  on  the  trial,  proofii  will 
be  offered  in  opposition  to  the  allegations  of  the  answer."  Betts's  Adm* 
Practioet  60. 

(a)  Tke  Schooner  Hoppd  and  Cargo  t.  ITie  Umted  SUUe$i  7 
Oraach's  B.,  389  (2  Ourtis's  Beds.  S.  C,  585) ;  The  Schooner  BoiUm 
and  CargOf  1  Sumner's  £.,  328,  331.    When  a  defence  is  given  by  a 
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T^t.       ^^  principle^  iC  is  needleas  to  saj,  is  equally 
applicable  to  the  pleadings  on  both  sides;    and 


poUie  stfttnta^  it  has,  howeier,  been  reoe&Uj  dedded  in  the  W^^ 
Oonrt  of  Admiral^  of  Eiiglaiid,  not  to  be  indispenMbly  neceeaux 
epedfietllj  to  plead  the  atatate.  The  Act  6  Oeoiige  lY.,  c.  125,  a.  55, 
exempta  the  owner  and  maater  of  any  Teaael  ttom  liability  for  any  loes 
or  damage  aridng  from  negleet,  defkolt,  inoompeten<r|r,  or  inoapaeitf  of 
any  lioenaed  pilot  acting  in  duoge  of  aadi  veaaeL  The  caae  of  Ihe 
Canadian^,  above  alloded  to,  waa  a  anit  for  ooIliBion,  in  wbidi  the 
diUmanta,  by  way  of  defence,  all^^  in  general  teima,  that  their 
veaael,  at  the  time  of  the  aoddent,  waa  in  duoge  of  a  dnly  Uottuaed 
pilot,  whoae  ordera  were  duly  obeyed  by  the  crew,  and  that  the  coir 
liaion  waa  not  ooeaaioned,  kk  any  degree,  by  the  willulneBa  or  careleaa- 
neaa  of  thoee  on  board,  but  waa  aolely  attributable  to  the  persona  on 
board  the  other  veaaeL  "The  Trinity  maaten,  by  whom  the  court 
waa  aaaiated,  were  of  opinion  that  the  aoddent  waa  ooeaaiooed  aoldy 
by  the  neglect  and  want  of  skill  of  the  Canadian,  and  that  the  pilot 
who  waa  in  charge  of  the  teaael  waa  ezdusively  to  blame.^  In  Hob 
opinion  the  court  aoqnieeoed;  bat  "an  argoment  was  snbseqoently 
raised  with  respect  to  l^e  claim  of  the  owners  of  the  Oanadian  to  be 
exonerated  under  the  proyisions  of  the  statute/'  The  counsel  for  the 
owners  of  the  injured  Teesel  objected  to  the  implication  of  the  statute, 
on  the  ground  that  if  the  respondents  had  intended  to  rely  on  the  act, 
they  on^t  to  have  pleaded  it;  whereas,  not  only  had  they  not  done 
this,  but  their  counsel  had  not  in  any  manner  suggested,  in  opening 
the  cascj  that  the  act  would  be  relied  on,  but  had  simply  rested  the 
defence  on  the  denial  of  the  &€i  that  the  acddent  waa  caused  by  the 
de&ult  of  the  Canadian*  "Thia  ddbnce,*'  it  was  argoed,  "bad  been 
overruled  by  the  Trinity  masters,  and  the  owners  of  the  Canadian  were 
conaequently  concluded  by  the  sentence  already  pronounced*"  On  the 
other  aide,  it  was  submitted  that,  the  question  of  hxX  having  been 
determined  against  the  Canadian,  it  was  perfectly  competent  for  the 
owners  of  that  vessel  to  fell  badk  npon  their  legal  defence;  that  sudi 
defence,  being  founded  upon  the  provisions  of  a  general  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  was  not  necessary  to  plead  the  act  specifically ;  and  that  it 
had,  moreover,  been  auffidently  averred  in  the  pleadings,  as  one 
ground  of  defence,  that  the  Teasel  was  in  charge  of  a  pilot.  The 
Judgment  of  Dr.  LusHiiroTON  was  aa  follows :  "  I  certunly  feel,  in 
this  case,  that  the  mode  of  pleading 'is  not  altogether  satis&ctoiy  to 
my  mfaid,  but  doubt  whether  I  should  be  enabled  (certainly  not  in 
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wliile  it  foibids  the  omission  of  all  reference  to  £actS|  ^^"^  ^ 
which  it  may  be  necessary  or  nsefnl  to  prove,  it 
reqnires  caution  also  in  framing  the  allegations  of 
snch  facts,  in  order  to  render  them  correspondent  to 
the  evidence  to  be  adduced  in  their  support ;  for 
lightly  as  mere  technical  objections  are  regarded  in 
the  admiralty,  and  Kberal  as  the  court  is  in  grant- 
ing amendments  to  relieve  the  parties  from  the 
consequences  of  mistakes  and  inadvertencies,  it  by 
no  means  follows  that  the  rights  of  a  party  may 

this  case)  to  Uj  down  anj  role  on  the  snblect  which  would  be  gene- 
nHj  tapprfmd  ot  When  a  collision  has  taken  place,  and 'proceedings 
hare  been  institated,  the  first  plea  almost  uniformlj  is,  ^Not  to  blame 
at  all;'  then  follows  a  seocmd  defence:  ^If  oar  yessel  is  in  iault,  apply 
to  the  pilot,  not  to  ns.*  If  I  were  to  by  down  a  role,  it  wonld  be, 
thai  the  party  intendlqgto  takethe  benefit  of  the  statute  6  George  IV. 
ahoold  state  his  inlenton  of  so  doing  in  the  pleadings.  The  whole 
coarse  of  the  proceediogs  in  these  caoses,  long  before  and  since  the 
passing  of  the  act,  has  been  exceedingly  loose.  As  the  act  of  parii»- 
ment  is,  however,  a  pablic  act,  the  ooort  is  boond  to  take  notice  of  it 
withoat  its  being  specially  pleaded.  I  must  therefore  follow,  in  this 
osse,  the  course  adopted  in  the  case  of  7%e  Vemoriy  by  holding  the 
owners  of  the  Canadian  not  responsible  for  the  damage."  (1 W.  Robin- 
son's R.,  343.)  The  case  of  The  Venum^  referred  to  by  the  learned 
Judge,  is  reported  in  the  same  vohnne,  p.  316.  The  only  words  in  the 
plea,  in  that  case,  which  bore  any  reference  to  the  statute,  were  ^That 
the  teasel  proceeded  on  her  Toyage,  under  the  charge  of  Grice,  an 
SKperieooed  and  duly  licensed  pilot."  2n  that  case,  also,  the  questton 
of  exemption,  under  the  droumstances  of  the  case,  ^  was  subsequently 
raised ;"  but  no  objectum  to  the  form  of  pleading  appears  to  have  been 
made.  There  is  nothiQg,  howerer,  in  these  cases,  that  necessarily 
BdlitBtes  agunst  the  general  doctrine  stated  in  the  text,  because,  in 
both  <tf  them,  the  Act  on  whkh  the  applicability  of  the  act  depended, 
was  substantially  alleged.  Had  there  been  no  allegation  of  the  presence 
of  a  licensed  pilot  on  board,  hating  charge  of  the  tessel,  it  is  presumed 
the  respondents  wouldhlbte  been  held  liable,  eten  though  the  fiurt  had 
Mmeaied  in  etideme. 
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^2l**  not  te  jeoparded,  and  even  lost,  by  wmnt  of  skill 
and  care  in  bringing  them  by  suitable  aUegationB< 
before  the  conrt  The  decree  of  the  oonrt  must  be 
^ecvmdwm  dUegaia  et  prchaia. 
gXJrf^  ^  <5Me  decided  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
^fi^  United  States  for  the  District  of  Maine  affi>rds  a 
good  illustration  of  the  practical  operation  of  this 
principle.  It  was  a  suit  by  the  cook  of  a  vessel, 
against  the  master  and  mate,  for  combining  to 
oppress  and  ill-treat  the  libellant ;  and  various  in- 
stances of  assaults  and  other  ill-usages,  both  by  the 
master  and  mate,  were  specified  in  the  libeL  But 
the  evidence  showed  that  every  one  of  the  acts 
complidned  of  was  committed  either  by  the  master 
alone,  or  by  the  mate  alone;  and  there  was  no  direct 
or  other  fiuffici^nt  evidence  of  any  concert,  agree- 
ment^ or  understanding  between  the  respondents,  to 
harass  or  ill-treat  the  libellant  On  this  ground,  it 
was  held  that  the  libel,  considered  as  an  action  for 
a  combination  in  the  nature  of  a  conspiracy,  was 
not  sustained  by  the  proof.  It  was,  however, 
argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  Hbellant,  that  the 
action  might  be  supported  as  an  action  for  a  joint 
assault.  The  objection  to  this,  the  learned  judge 
observed,  was,  that  the  libel,  in  its  original  structure^ 
was  not  framed  as  for  a  joint  assault,  and  could  not 
be  sustained  as  such,  except  by  evidence  of  concert 
between  the  respondents,  whereby  they  would  be 
rendered  mutually  responsible  for  the  acts  of  each 
other.  The  allegation  of  a  combination,  therefore, 
became  a  substantive  allegation,  the  proof  of  which 
was  indispensable  to  the  admission  of  testimony  in 
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support  of  the  chaises  of  personal  injury ;  and  the  Q"^-  ^ 
libel  was' accordingly  dismissed  without  co8t8(a). 
So,  too,  in  a  suit  for  seamen's  wages,  where  one  of 
the  grounds  of  defence,  assumed  at  the  hearing,  was, 
that  the  misconduct  of  the  libellant  with  the  rest 
of  the  crew  amounted  to  a  mutiny,  and  worked  a 
forfeiture  of  wages ;  no  such  defence  having  been 
allied  in  the  answer,  it  was  held  that  no  evi- 
dence  of  mutinous  conduct  was  admissible,  or  could 
avail  the  defendant(^).  So,  also,  in  an  action  for 
mariner's  wages,  where  one  of  the  grounds  of 
defence  set  up  in  the  answer  was,  that  the  libellant 
**  did  not^  and  would  not,  though  offcen  thereto 
requested  and  ordered  by  the  master  and  other 
lawful  officers  of  the  ship.  Obey  the.  said  master 
and  officers  having  command  and  charge  of  the 
ship,  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do; 

(a)  Jenk»y,  Lewii  et  a2.,  Ware's  B.,  5L  "The  rales  of  pleftdiog 
in  the  admirAlty,"  added  Judge  Wabe,  ^  do  not  require  aU  the  techni- 
cal predsion  and  aocuracj  which  is  required  in  the  practice  of  our 
courts  of  common  law  $  hut  they  require  that  the  cause  of  action  should 
be  plainly  and  explicitly  set  forth,  not  in  any  particular  and  sacramen- 
tal formula,  but  in  clear  and  intelligible  language,  so  that  the  adverse 
party  may  understand  what  is  the  precise  charge  which  he  is  required 
to  answer,  and  make  up  an  issue  directly  upon  the  charge.  The  evi'- 
deuce  most  be  confined  to  the  matters  put  in  issue  by  the  parties,  and 
the  decree  must  follow  the  allegations  and  the  proofe." 

(h)  The  WiUiam  Harris^  Ware's  R.,  367/  «  The  court,"  observed 
the  leamed  Judge,  ^  cannot  travel  out  of  record  to  decide  questions 
whidi  the  parties  have  not  submitted  to  it ;  and  nothhig  is  submitted 
to  its  determination,  but  what  is  distinctly  all^;ed  on  one  side  and 
contndicted  on  the  other.  Each  party  must  set  forth,  by  plain  and 
precise  allegations,  the  grounds  on  which  he  asks  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court  in  his  &vor,  as  well  to  disclose  to  the  adverse  par^  the 
points  to  which  he  must  direct  his  prool^  as  to  enable  the  court  to  see 
what  is  in  controversy  between  them," 

32 
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^^^    apd  disobeyed  tiieir  lawful  commandfl,  and 

Lis  contract  and  agreement,  and  became  mntinoDSy 
and  attempted  to  excite  a  mutiny  on  board  said  ship, 
while  at  sea^  at  diyers  times."  "Whatever,"  ob- 
served Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  "may  be  the  sufficiency 
of  such  an  allegation,  in  a  declaration  at  common 
law,  founded  on  the  shipping  articles,  as  it  has  no 
specification  of  time,  place,  occasion,  X>r  other  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  fiur  too  loose  and  general  in  its 
texture  to  found  any  defensive  aUegation  in  proceed*- 
ings  in  the  admiralty.  Every  charge  of  such  a 
nature  is  there  expected  to  be  propounded,  or,  as  it 
is  technically  phrased,  articulated  in  distinct  articles 
in  the  answer,  with  due  <iertainty  of  time,  place  and 
other  circumstances,  §o  that  the  court  may  distinctly 
see  to  what  charges  in  particular  the  evidence 
applies.  I^  therefore,  a  prelinodnary  exception  had 
been  taken  to  the  admission  of  the  charge  thus 
generally  and  loosely  framed,  I  should  not  have 
doubted  that  the  charge  ought  to  have  been  ex- 
punged from  the  answer.  As  it  is,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  it  is  wholly  insufficient  in  point  of  law 
to  be  acted  upon  by  the  court;  and,  therefore,  I 
should,  if  I  did  not  deem  it  unsupported  by  the 
evidence  (as  I  certainly  do),  deliver  myself  fit>m 
all  consideration  of  it  Where  a  general  charge  of 
general  and  habitual  misconduct  is  to  be  made  out, 
it  should  be  propounded  in  exact  terms  for  the 
purpose :  where  specific  acts  of  misconduct  are  to 
be  relied  on,  they  should  be  specifically  put  in  issue, 
with  due  certainty  and  exactness  of  statement."  It 
is  not  to  be  inferred,  however,  that  the  iigid  rules 
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prevailing  in  courts  of  common  law,  rdatiye  to  ^^'^  ^ 
variances,    arte  enforced   with  equal  stiictneas  in 
admiralty  proceedings.    If  the   allegations  of  a  ^t 
party  be  soch  as  fiurly  to  apprise  his  adversary  of  «*»**««i 
the  nature  and  import  of  the  evidence  adduced 
in  support  of  them,  slight  variances  will  be  disre- 
garded(a). 

I  will  conclude  tiiis  very  desultory  review  of  the 
subject  of  the  admiralty  pleadings,  by  a  reference 
to  the  provisions  of  such  others  of  the  new  rules  of 
practice  as  pertain  to  the  subject 

The  thirty-first  rule  ordwis  that  the  defendant  ^f^^^ 


may  object^  by  his  answer,  to  answer  any  allegation  ^Sl 
or  interrogatory  contained  in  the  libel,  which  will 
expose  him  to  any  prosecution  or  punishment  for  a 
crime,  or  to  any  penalty,  or  any  forfeiture  of  his 
property  for  any  penal  offence. 

The  thirty^aecond  rule  declares  that  the  defen-  jc^mm 
dant  shall  have  a  right  to  require  the  personal  totSSS^ 
answer  of  the  libeUant^  on  oath  or  solemn  affirma- 
tion,  to  any  interrogatories  which  he  may,  at  the 
dose  of  his  answer,  propound  to  the  libellant^ 
touching  any  matter  chaiged  in  the  libel,  or  touch- 
ing any  matter  of  defence  set  up  in  the  answer, 
subject  to  the  like  exception  as  to  matters  which 
shall  expose  the  libellant  to  any  prosecution  or 
punishment  or  forfeiture  as  is  provided  in  the  81st 
rule.  In  de&ult  of  due  answer  by  the  libellant  to  such 
interrogatories,  the  court  may  adjudge  the  libellant 
to  be  in  default,  and  dismiss  the  libel,  or  may  compel 

(a)  Crawford  et  oL^  y.  The  WUHam  Tem^  8  Washington's  0.  0.  IL, 
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^^*>  Us  answer  in  the  premises  by  attacbment^  or  take 
the  subject  matter  of  the  interrogatory  j9ro  oonfeMO 
in  favor  of  the  defendant^  as  the  court  in  its 
discretion  shall  deem  most  fit  to  promote  puUtc 
jostioe. 

The  thirty-third  role  provides,  that  where  either 

the  libellant  or  the  defendant  is  out  of  the  comitryi 

or  unable,  from  sickness  or  other  casualty,  to  make 

an  answer  to  any  interrogatory  on  oath  or  solemn 

OMTtmy    affirmation  at  the  proper  time,  the  court  may  in 

^^^  its  discretion,  in  furtherance  of  the  due  administra- 

ttiTiSftw^  tion  of  justice,  dispense  therewith,  or  may  award 

Il^iy,5L  a  commission  to  take  the  answer  of  the  defendant, 

when  alhd  as  soon  as  it  may  be  practicable. 
^^M       The  twenty^eventh  rule  expressly  requires  that 
MjwB^aflr.  in  all  cases,  ^^  whether  m  rem  or  m  personam^  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  to  the  aUegations  in  the 
libel  shall  be  on  oath  ot  solemn  affirmation(a).'' 

(a)  It  may  be  worth  while  to  inquire  whether  this  role  is  not  an 
itinovation.  The  right  of  the  libellant  to  require  the  defendant  to 
answer  on  oath  the  allegations  of  the  libel,  and  such  interrogatories 
pertinent  thereto  as  he  may  choose  to  propound,  has  never  been 
doubted ;  but  whether,  when  no  such  demand  has  been  expressly  made 
upon  him,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  swear  to  the  truth  of  his 
answer,  I  should  have  supposed  to  be  at  least  doubtful,  but  for  the  re- 
mark of  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  the  early  case  of  Gammel  t.  Skkmer 
(2  GalHson's  R.,  45),  that  ^  in  causes  on  the  instance  side  of  the  court, 
the  answer  of  tiie  claimant  should  be  yerified  by  his  oath ;"  adding 
that "  this  is  the  general  practice  both  of  courts  of  equity  and  pf  courts 
of  admiralty,  and  indeed  of  all  courts  proceeding  according  to  the 
course  of  the  civil  law ;"  and  tiie  unhesitating  re-assertion  of  this  rule 
of  practice  by  the  learned  judge  of  the  District  of  IDaine,  in  the  case  of 
StuUan  V.  Jordan  (18  American  Jurist,  294). 

Mr.  DvNLAP,  who  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  &miliar  with  the 
pnctice  of  the  District  Court  of  thtf  Umted  SUtes  for  the  District  of 
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« 

But  by  a  subsequent  role  this  form  of  verificatioii  *"^if:  ••* 
lias  be^i  dispensed  with,  when  the  sum  or  valne  in 

MaufwifihuBetto,  atatea  that,  in  that  ooart,  '^answers  ar^  nof  required  to 
be  on  oath,  unless  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff."  It  is  obvious  also 
that  be  considered  this  to  be  the  general  rule  of  practice,  because  he 
repeated! J  cautions»the  libellant  against  the  inconsiderate  ezerciBe  of 
his  n^t  to  require  an  answer  under  oath,  lest  he  shoold  therebj  pre- 
judice his  cause  by  making  an  unfavorable  answer  evidence  against 
him ;  and  in  this  opinion,  the  learned  editor  of  his  work,  who  had  Tor 
several  jears  been  Beporter  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  First  Circuit 
seems  to  have  intended  to  be  understood  as  concurring,  by  his  repeti- 
tion of  the  like  caution;  for  it  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  either  of 
these  writers  believed  that  a  formal  demand  on  the  defendant  to  verify 
his  answer  on  oath,  would  ^ve  to  it  any  additional  weight,  if  he  would 
by  law  have  been  equally  obliged  to  swear  to  its  truth  without  any 
such  demand. 

In  the  Southern  District  of  New -York,  the  practice  in  this  respect 
has  long  been  deemed  a  fit  subject  of  regulation  by  express  rule. 
FonoM'ly  all  answers  were  there  required  to  be  sworn  to ;  but  by  a 
•abseqotnt  rule,  it  is  declared  that  ^  an  answer  need  not  be  put  in 
nnder  oath,  unless  so  required  by  a  sworn  libel,  or  one  filed  by  the 
United  States."  By  the  phrase  "  so  required,"  it  is  presumed  an  ex* 
press  prayer  for  this  purpose  is  meant.  The  effect,  and  indeed  the 
only  object  of  the  rule,  therefore,  appears  to  have  been  to  dispense 
with  the  oatii  required  by  the  former  rule,  in  all  cases,  unless  it  was 
expressly  require  by  the  libellant.  In  support  of  the  assertion  of 
Mr.  Justice  Stoet,  abore  quoted  from  the  case  of  Qammd  v.  SkinMT,  r 
he  cites  2  Browne's  Civ.  and  Adm.  Law,  416,  and  Marriott's  Formulary, 
363.  The  remark  of  Browne  is,  that "  Each  party  is  entitled,  at  any 
time,  even  down  to  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  to  demand  the  answer  of 
his  adversary  upon  oath  to  every  one  of  his  pleadings."  And  at  the 
ptge  referred  to  in  MARRiorr,  there  is  given  a  precedent  for  a  ^Decree 
for  Anawen^^  which  is  in  fact  a  monition,  citation,  or  summons  to  the 
defendant  to  answer  personally  on  oath  i  reciting  that  the  monition 
had  been  ^^  decreed^'*  on  the  petition  of  the  proctor  of  the  libellant, 

''alleging  that  the  said [the  claimant]  is  a  more  legal  person, 

from  whom  the  truth  in  this  behalf  may  be  better  found  out  and  in- 
quired, than  from  his  proctor  exercising  tot  him."  And  at  page  350 
of  the  same  work,  a  precedent  is  given  of  an  attachment  against  the 
ebimaat,  fi>unded  on  his  disregard  of  the  monition  to  answer  on  oath. 
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T^^  ^spute  does  hot  ezoeed  fifty  doUaiBy  exchmve  of 
eoBts,  unlefiB  th«  court  afaall  otherwise  apeciallj 
direct(a). 

W9tm  er  With  regard  to  the  form  of  the  answer  oontem* 
plated  by  the  new  roles,  the  only  safe  direction 
which  can  be  giv^  .probably,  is,  that  it  should  be 
in  accordance  with  the  {uinciples  enforced  by  courts 
of  eqnity  in  this  respect  The  following  brief 
sammary,  extracted  from  Stobt's  excellent  work  on 
Equity  Pleadings,  comprises  the  most  essential 
of  these  principlear 

ToteMw  ^  An  answer  must  be  fall  and  perfect  to  all  the 
».»«W  .l]^«..  in  the  m  ftn.™trt-e 
facts  and  not  argament&  It  is  not  suffident  that 
it  contains  a  general  denial  of  the  matters  charged ; 
bat  there  most  be  an  answer  to  the  sifting  inqoiries 
upon  the  general  subject  It  should  also  be  certain 
in  its  allegations,  as  &r  as  practicable.  To  so  much 
of  the  bill  as  it  is  necessary  and  niaterial  for  the 
drfendant  to  answer,  he  must  q)eak  directly  and 

Hm  true  ezplanatton  of  the  nuttter  is  supposed  to  be  this :  Aoeord- 
ing  to  the  ciyil  law  practice,  the  proctor  is  formally'  appointed,  and  ex- 
pressly recognized  as  the  proxy  of  his  client,  to  appear  for  him,  and 
to  do  all  things  for  him  which  he  might  possibly  do  if  he  were  per 
sonaU  J  present  himselil  In  this  representative  character  he.  takes 
upon  himself  the  entire  management  of  the  suit,  and  giTes  his  allega- 
tions in  his  own  name.  Such  is  the  practice  in  the  English  admiralty. 
Hence  the  answer  of  the  party  is  always  denominated  his  permmai 
answer ;  which,  as  I  understand,  is  only  given  when  demanded  by  the 
adverse  party,  and  in  pursuance  <^  a  decree  of  the  court  The  sole 
object  being  to  obtain  admissions  or  discoveries  beneficial  to  the 
adverse  party,  the  respondent  is  of  course  required  to  answer  on  oatL 
In  our  practice,  all  answers  to  the  libel  are  personal  answeri,  and  are, 
by  the  abovementioned  rule,  required  to  be  given  on  oath. 

(a)  Appendix:  Bules  of  Admiralty  Practice,  Bule  xlix. 
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without  evasion;  and  he  most  not  merely  answet  ot^-*- 
the  several  charges  literally,  bnt  he  mnst  confess  or 
traverse  the  sqjbstance  of  each  charge ;  and  wherever 
there  are  particular,  precise  charges,  they  mnst  be 
answered  particularly  and  precisely,  and  not  in  a 
general  manner,  though  the  general  answer  may 
amoont  to  afbll  denial  of  the  charges.  The  answer 
shonld,  in  general,  also,  be  foil  to  all  the  interrogator^^ 
founded  on  the  matters  charged  in  the  biO,  unless, 
indeed,  they  are  clearly  immaterial;  and  one  test 
of  materiality  is  to  ascertain  wfi^er,  if  the  defen- 
dant should  answto  in  the  affirmative,  the  admission 
would  be  of  any  use  to  the  plaintiff  Jn  the  cause; 
either  to  asnst  his  equity  or  to  advance  his  claim  to 
relief  .If  it  would,  it  must  be  answered,  for  it  is 
material ;  if  not^  it  is  immaterial,  and  need  not  be 
answered. 


^  In  general,  if  a  fact  is  charged  which  is  in  the  lamrto 
defendant's  own  knowledge,  as  if  done  by  himself 
he  must  answer  positively,  and  not  to  his  remem- 
brance or  belief  if  it  is  stated  to  have  happened 
within  six  years  before;  but  as  to  the  facts  which 
have  not  happened  within  his  own  knowledge,  he 
must  answer  positively,  and  not  on  belief,  though 
not  so  as  to  the  result  of  a  conversation.  There  is 
great  practical  difficulty  on  this  head ;  for,  though 
the  answer  must  meet,  in  some  way  or  other,  every 
statement  in  the  bill,  and  the  defendant  is  required 
^  to  speak  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  remembrance, 
information  and  belief^'  yet  there  will  be  partial 
omissions  and  denials  of  every  shade  and  character; 
some  delivered  in  terms  of  uncertainty ;  some  mixed 
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T«KUi.  up  ^th  explanatory  or  qaalfapjriiig  circniqstaacea, 
aad  some  very  general  and  looee,  and  general  in 
their  langoage  and'  import  It  was  with  a  view  to 
meet  this  difficulty  that  Lord  Claxxsdov^b  order 
was  made,  declaring  that  an  answer  to  a  mattw, 
charged  as  the  defendant's  own  Act,  most  regularly 
be  without  saying  ^  To  his  remembrance,'  or, '  as  he 
believeth,'  if  it  be  laid  to  be  done  within  seven  years 
before,  unless  the  court,  upon  exception  taken,  shall 
find  spedal  cause  to  dispense  with  so  positive  aa 
answer.  And  if  the  defendant  deny  the  fact,  he 
must  traverse  or  deny  it  (as  the  case  requires), 
directly^  and  not  by  way  of  negative  pregnant  As 
■01  bt  if  he  be  charged  with  a  receipt  of  a  sum  of  money, 
he  must  deny  or  traverse  that  he  hath  received  that 
sum  or  any  part  thereof,  or  else  set  forth  what  he 
hath  received.  And  if  a  fact  be  laid  to  be  done 
with  divers  dronmstances,  the  defendant  must  not 
deny  or  traverse  it  literally,  as  it  is  laid  in  the  bill, 
but  he  must  answer  the  point  of  substance  positively 
and  certainly.  However,  it  is  plain  that  no  positive 
rule  can  fully  provide  for  all  the  various  difficulties 
of  this  sort;  and  each  must  therefore  be  decided 
upon  its  own  circumstance8(a).'' 
If  the  answer  of  the  defendant  contains  admissions 

VpOB  VIS 

iSSlSf     of  the  allegations  of  the  libel  to  an  extent  sufficient^ 

«jteto'    in  the  opinion  of  the  libellant,  to  supersede  the 

^^"^       necessity  of  proof,  he  may  at  once  have  the  cause 

set  down  for  hearing  upon  the  libel  and  answer 

alone ;  and  so,  if  a  demurrer  or  a  plea  to  the  juris- 

(a)  Stoiy'a  Eq.  Pletdingi^  §{  252, 253, 254,  255. 
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diction  be  interposed,  the  question  of  law  tlins  ^"^'  ** 
presented  may,  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  be 
brought  to  argument  immediately,  or  on  such  early 
day  as  shall  for  that  purpose  be  assigned  by  the 
court 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

Ambndmskts. 

prtadpiM  ^'^  subject  of  the  present^  like  that  of  the  last 
SSSdF^  chapter,  does  not  admit  of  being  treated  with  mach 
minnteness  or  predmon*  It  may  be  said,  in  gei^eral, 
however,  that  oar  courts  are  invested  with  a  large 
discretionary  power,  which  they  are  bound  to  exei^ 
cise  with  the  utmost  liberality,  of  permitting  parties 
in  admiralty  suits  to  correct  mistakes,  to  rectify 
«T.<.  u>d  .^pl7  ouM^  or  d^«.d<»  m  ^Z 
ings.  The  object  of  this  authority  being  the 
furtherance  of  justice,  amendments  are  allowed,  on 
either  side,  in  matters  of  substance  as  well  as  of 
form,  at  every  stage  of  the  suit,  when  necessary  to 
the  attainment  of  this  end.  Hie  propriety  of 
granting  this  privUege,  in  any  particular  case,  will 
depend  on  the  circumstances  by  which  it  is  attended. 
The  application  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  this  discretion  is  to  be  exercised 
with  a  just  regard  to  the  rights  and  interests  of 
both  parties — care  being  taken  that,  for  the  sake 
of  relieving  one  party,  injustice  shall  not  be  done  to 
the  other. 
i^nji«-  The  Supreme  Court  has  thought  proper,  by  one 
^oSflSS!  of  the  new  rules  of  admiralty  practice,  to  some 
extent,  to  define  this  power  and  to  regulate  its 
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exercise.  The  tventy-fourth  of  these  rales  is  aa'^^^-^ 
follows :  ^  In  all  informations  and  libels,  in  cases 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  amendments 
in  matters  of  form  may  be  made  at  any  time,  on 
motion  to  the  conrt,  as  of  coarse ;  and  new  counts  Amend- 
may  be  filed,  and  amendments  in  matters  of  sub-  l^**- 
stance  may  be  made  upon  motion  at  any  time  before 
the  final  decree,  upon  such  terms  as  the  court  shall 
impose ;  and  where  any  defect  in  form  is  set  down 
by  the  defendant  upon  special  exceptions,  and  is 
allowed,  the  court  may,  in  granting  leave  to  amend, 
impose  terms  upon  the  libellant"  It  is  not  supposed 
to  have  been  the  design  of  this  rule  to  introduce  any 
innovations  in  conflict  with  authoritative  antecedent 
decisions.  These  decisions  are  few  in  number,  and 
directly  relate  chiefly  to  amendments  in  an  appellate 
court — the.  authority  to  grant  relief  in  this  fbrin 
being  held  not  to  be  limited  to  the  district  court, 
but  to  appertain  also  to  the  circuit  and  Supreme 
Court  on  appeal.  It  is  held,  moreover,  not  to  be  h«v  an^m- 
restricted,  even  in  the  appellate  court,  to  the  reform  JJ}^  •»• 
mation  of  the  original  allegations,  but  that  the 
court  may  also  allow  new  allegations  to  be  filed 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  take  effective 
cognizance  of  merits  which  appear  upon  the  record, 
but  are  not  embraced  by  the  pleadings  as  framed. 
Thus,  in  a  prize  proceeding  for  the  condemnation 
as  a  prize  of  an  American  vessel,  having  a  cargo  on 
board,  consisting  partly  of  French  and  partly  of* 
American  property,  captured  by  a  British  squadron, 
and  afterwards  recaptured  by  an  American  privateer; 
the  property  belonging  to  American  citizens,  having, 
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T^i  \yj  ^  decree  of  the  district  oonrti  wliidi  was  affirmed 
i&  the  eireait  eonrty  been  restored  to  the  ownefs  on 
the  payment  of  salvage,  and  it  being  objected,  on 
aj^al  to  l^e  Sapreme  Gonrt^  that,  as  the  whole 
cargo  had  been  libelled  as  enemy^  property,  the 
salvage  had  been  irr^olarly  and  improperly  award* 
ed — the  conrt  observed,  that  '^if  there  were  any- 
thing in  the  objection,  it  oonld  not,  in  any  ben^cial 
manner,  avail  the  defendants;  for  the  most  that 
could  resnlt,  wonld  be  that  the  cause  would  be 
remanded  to  the  circuit  comrt,  with  directions  to 
allow  an  amendment  of  the  libeL  Where  merits 
clearly  appear  on  the  record,  it  is  the  settled  prac- 
tice in  admiralty  proceedings,  not  to  diaoiias  the 
libel,  but  allow  the  party  to  assert  his  rights  in  a 
new  allegation."  This  practice,  so  consonant  with 
eqoity  and  sound  principle,  the  court  added,  had 
been  deliberately  adopted  by  the  court  on  former 
occasions(a).  So,  where,  in  a  libel  of  information, 
^e  offence  charged  was^  that  the  ship  proceeded 
against,  departed  on  the  12th  of  February,  1810, 
from  the  port  of  Savannah,  with  a  cargo,  bovaid  ta 
a  foreign  poH^  with  which  commerciid  intercourse  was 
not  permitted,  etc^  the  ship  having  been  condemned 
by  the  decree  of  the  district  courts  and  an  appeal 
having  been  taken  to  the  circuit  comi,  the  district 

(a)  27k6  il(le{te  oiuj  Gor^,  9  Criadi'B  B^  244  (3  OurtiB 
0.,  350).  The  objection  wu  held,  moreover,  to  be  altogether  inai^U- 
cable  to  a  prize  prooeedmg;  becauBe  <<  whether  the  salTage  be  held  a 
portion  of  the  thing  itaell^  or  amere  lien  upon  it,  or  a  ooiiditkm  an- 
nexed to  its  reititotion,  it  la  an  inddent  to  the  principal  qnestion  of 
priie,  and  within  the  soope  of  the  regular  prize  allegation." 
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attorney  was  permitted  to  amend  the  libel  of  inform  ^^^^  ^ 
mation  baffling  a  new  allegation,^ that  Liverpool^ 
in  Great  Britain,  was  the  foreign  port  to  Which  the 
ship  was  bonnd  when  she  departed  from  Savannah, 
and  tiiat  she  did  so  depart,  etc(a).  So,  also,  where 
the  ship  proceeded  against,  being  a  Portngnese  ship, 
was  charged  in  the  original  libel  with  a  piratical 
aggression  npon  an  American  armed  vessel,  gainst 
the  act  of  Congress,  entitled  ^  An  act  to  protect  the 
commerce  ci  the  United  States,  and  punish  the 
crime  of  piracy  f  pending  the  proceedings  in  the 
drenit  court,  on  i^peal,  leave  was  granted  to  the 
libeUants  to  file  a  new  count  or  allegation,  alleging 
the  aggression  to  have  been  hostile,  and  with  intent 
to  sink  and  destroy  the  American  ship(&).  In  both 
of  these  cases  an  objection  was  taken  in  the  Supreme 
Gourt^  against  the  admissibility  of  the  amendoi^nt 
allowed  in  the  circuit  court,  on  the  ground  that  the 
subject  matter  was  exclusively  cc^iasable,  originally, 
in  the  district  court  ;*and  that  to  allow  the  amend- 
m^it,  was  virtually  to  permit  a  new  suit  to  be  insti* 
tnted  in  the  drcuit  court  But  the  amendments 
were  held  to  have  been  properly  allowed.  ^^The 
objection,^  said  the  courts  ^  ib  founded  on  a  mistaken 
view  ci  the  rights  and  authorities  of  appellate  courts 
of  admiralty.  It  is  the  common  usage,  and  admit* 
ted  doctrine  of  such  courts,  to  permit  the  parties, 
npon  appeal,  to  introduce  new  allegations  and  new 
proofs.^ 

(a)  The  EdtDord,  1  Wheftton'a  R.,  261  (3  Curtis's  Decis.  S.  0.,  540). 
,    (b)  The  Moarianna  Fhra,  11  Wheaton's  R^  1  (6  Oartia's  Deds. 
8.  0^  W). 
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^^^        Id  cases  of  monicipal  seimre,  in  aocordance 

the  prinoiples  of  these  ddcisions^  it  has  repeatedly 
been  held '  that  when  the  evidence  tarns  out  to  be 
inanffident  to  establish  a  forfeitore  on  the  particular 
ground  allied  in  the  libel,  but  shows  that  a  for- 
feiture has  nevertheless  been  incurred  by  reason  of 
a  diflTerent  oifence,  the  libel  may  be  amended  by 
the  introduction  of  a  new  allegation  setting  forth 
such  GSence{a).  In  the  case  of  The  Harmor^^ 
Uie  libel  of  information  claimed  a  forfeiture,  under 
the  fiftieth  section  of  the  collection  act  of  1799^  for 
unlading  goods  without  a  permit ;  and  the  attorney 
for  the  Uoited  States  moved  for  leave  to  amend  the 
libel,  by  inserting  a  new  count  founded  on  the 
twenty-eighth  section  of  the  same  act,  for  unlawftdly 
receiving  on  board  certain  foreign  goods  from 
another  vessel  But  it  appearing  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  had  already  run  against  the  for£nture| 
so  that  to  allow  the  amendment  would  in  eflfect  be 
to  revive  a  right  of  action  which  in  an  (Higinal  suit 
would  be  barred,  the  applicaticm  was  denied  on 
tiiiis  ground  alone;  the  courts  at  the  same  time, 
expressing  its  concurrence  in  the  doctrine  prevailing 
in  the  common  law  courts,  which  favors  the  allow** 
ance  of  amendments  in  relation  to  a  cause  of  action 
already  before  the  courts  for  the  express  purpose  of 
avoiding  the  statute  ban 

III  priTvto  The  principle  of  allowing  the  libel  to  be  refcH^med, 
so  as  to  render  it  conformable  to  the  truth  of  the 
case  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  is  equally  appli- 

■ 

(a)  The  CbroZtne,  7  Granch's  R.,  496  (2  Cnrtis's  Decis.  S.  0.,  641) ;  » 
THa  Schooner  Harmony,  1  Galluon's  R.,  123. 
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cable  to  snits  between  private  snitors.  In  a  snit  by  -^^^^  •• 
a  mariner  against  the  master  and  mate  of  a  vessel 
on  board  of  which  the  libellant  had  served,  the 
main  allegation  in  the  libel,  and  that  which  gave  it 
unity,  being  a  combmation  by  the  respondents  to 
oppress  and  ill-treat  the  libellant^  the  libel  at  the 
same  time  containing  charges  of  specific  assaults  by 
them  —  the  libellant  having  failed  to  establish  the 
charge  of  combination,  the  court  said  tiie  libel  might 
be  amended  so  as  to  assume  the  form  of  a  libel  for 
a  joint  assault,  if  it  had  appeared  that  the  evidence 
would  support  such  a  libel(a). 

But  although  the  parties  are  entitled,  in  the  Amend- 
appellate  court,  to  make  any  amendments  which  ^''X^ 
are  necessary  fully  to  present  the  merits  of  the  case,  mi^o^r. 
this  right  has  been  held  not  to  extend  to  new  or 
additional  subjects  of  controversy  not  embraced 
within  the  Bcope  of  the  original  proceeding.  This 
was  adjudged  in  a  case  which  originated  in  the 
8iq>erior  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Florida,  whence 
it  was  by  appeal  carried  to  the  territorial  Court  of 
Appeals,  and  thence  to  the  Supreme  Court  In 
puffiuanee  <^  an  award  of  arbitrators  fraudulently 
appointed^  one  hundred  and  twenty'4^wo  bales  of 
cotton  had  been  landed  and  put  into  a  warehouse 
at  the  Indian  Key,  a  small  island  on  the  coast  of 
Florida,  in  payment  of  a  claim  for  salvage.  The 
owners  of  the  cotton,  on  discovering  the  fraud, 
instituted  a  suit  in  rem  in  admiralty  to  obtain  the 
restoration  of  this  cotton,  claiming  in  their  libel  an 
indefinite  number  of  bales.    Some  of  the  bales  had 

(a)  Jenk9  t.  LewU  et  at,  Ware's  R.,  61« 
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^^^  in  tbe  mean  tuntf  been  sold,  and  only  seventy-two 
bales  were  arrested.  A  claim  was  interposed  in 
behalf  of  tbe  salvors^  and  tbe  Saperior  Gonrt 
deoreed  a  restoration  of  ibese  seyenly-two  bales. 
From  this  decree  the  claimant  appealed;  and  in 
the  Gonrt  of  Appeals  a  new  or  amended  libel  was 
filed,  in  which  the  libelant  claimed  one  hundred 
and  twenty  bales  of  cotton,  and  obtained  a  decree 
i^ainst  the  claimant  for  the  value  of  that  number 
of  bales. 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  one  questicm 
was,  whether  the  Gonrt  of  Appeals  was  authorised 
to  allow  the  abovementioned  amendment. 

^^The  parties,^  say  the  court,  ^^have  a  right  m 
the  appellate  court  to  make  any  amendments  that 
were  required  to  bring  forward  the  merits  of  the 
case :  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  amendments 
allowed  exceed  these  limits;  and  whether  a  new 
case  was  not  ^presented  there,  difierent  from  that 
which  was  carried  up  by  appeal.^  The  dedusion  of 
the  court  was  that  the  amendment  was  not  justi- 
fiable. ^  The  case  carried  up  was  the  controversy 
about  the  seventy-two  bales:  this  was  the  rea  in 
controversy ;  and  in  so  Ceut  as  these  seventy-two  bales 
were  concerned,  either  party  was  entitled  to  make 
amendments,  or  introduce  new  evidence,  in  support 
of  his  title  in  the  appellate  court  But  the  libellant 
could  not  introduce  a  new  subject  of  controversy ; 
and  the  amendments  which  brought  into  the  case 
the  additional  fifty  bales,  was  the  introduction  oi  a 
new  reSj  which  did  not  go  up  by  appeal,  and  could 
not  J>e  originally  instituted  in  an  appellate  court*^ 
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The  libel  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  also  claimed  o^ff:*- 
damages  against  the  claimant  for  a  marine  tort,  in 
addition  to  the  valae  of  the  property  withheld. 
This  new  demand  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
to  be  obnoxious  to  the  same  objection  as  that  for 
the  additional  fifty  bales  of  cotton.  "  There  was,^ 
say  the  court,  '^  no  such  charge  made  by  the  libel- 
lant  in  the  Superior  Court,  nor  any  decree  made 
there  in  relation  to  such  damages;  and  no  such 
question  could  therefore  be  carried  up  by  the  appeal 
of  the  claimant  It  was  a  new  claim,  and  originated 
in  the  Court  of  Appeals.''  The  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals  was  held  to  be  erroneous  also  in  another 
respect.  On  the  arrest  of  the  seventy-two  bales^  DMne  m 
they  were,  upon  the  application  of  the  claimant,  Sf^lJJJi! 
delivered  to  him  on  giving  a  stipulation  for  the  S^JiLSi^ 
agreed  value  thereof.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  im- 
pelled probably  by  its  sense  of  the  turpitude  of  the 
whole  transaction,  fixed  a  higher  value  upon  the 
property  than  that  for  which  the  stipulation  was 
taken,  and  decreed  the  claimant  to  pay  it ;  but  the 
Supreme  Court  very  truly  observed  that  the  stipu- 
lation ^  was  a  substitute  for  the  cotton  delivered  to 
the  claimant,  and,  upon  appeal,  stood  in  the  place 
of  it,  and  represented  it  in  the  appellate  court  It 
oould  not,  therefore,  be  put  aside,  and  a  new  valua- 
tion substituted  in  its  place(a).''  The  decree  seems, 
moreover,  to  have  been  obnoxious  to  still  another 
objection,  viz.,  that  a  court  of  admiralty,  even  of 
original  jurisdiction,  has  no  right  to  engraft  a  pros- 

(a)  The  Cargo  of  the  Schooner  North  Carolina^  16  Peten's  K,  40 
(U  Oortu's  Deds.  6.  0.,  15).  ^ 
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Tm^%  ecntion  in  personam  npon  a  snit  in  rem^  and  thereby 
subject  the  clumant  to  damages  beyond  the  amount 
of  his  stipulation. 

It  will  be  observed  that  all  the  foregoing  cases 
relate  to  amendments  of  the  libel ;  and  this,  as  we 
have  seen,  is  true  also  of  the  only  rule  which  the 
Supreme  Court  has  thought  proper  to  promulgate 
upon  this  subject  . 
^JS*^  The  same  liberal  principles  in  this  respect  which 
S^«iy  are  applied  in  the  admiralty  to  the  libel,  prevail  also 
in  chancery  in  relation  to  amendments  of  the  bill. 
But  in  the  case  of  answers  and  pleas  put  in  upon 
oath,  courts  of  equity,  for  reasons  applicable  also 
to  admiralty  causes,  proceed  with  greater  caution 
and  reserve  in  regard  to  the  allowance  of  amend- 
ments. In  a  material  matter  the  defendant  will  not 
be  allowed  to  amend,  unless  upon  evidence  of  sur- 
prise ;  but  where  a  defendant,  after  putting  in  his 
answer,  discovered  a  ground  of  defence  of  which  he 
was  not  before  informed,  the  court  allowed  the  new 
matter  to  be  added  to  the  answer,  and  the  answer 
to  be  resworn  (a).    In  accordance  with  this  principle, 

(a)  The  foUowiiig  is  the  rale  ktely  promiilgttted  by  the  Sapreme 
Oourt,  concerning  the  amendment  of  anawers  to  a  bill  in  equity.  It 
is  the  60th  of  the  new  Rules  of  Equity  Practice. 

^  After  an  answer  is  put  in,  it  may  be  amended,  as  of  course,  in  any 
matter  of  form,  or  by  filling  up  a  blank,  or  correcting  a  date,  or  refer- 
ence to  a  dodmient  or  other  small  matter,  and  be  re-sworn,  at  any 
time  before  a  replication  is  put  in,  or  the  cause  is  set  down  for  a  hear- 
ing upon  bill  and  answer ;  but  after  replication,  or  such  setting  down 
for  a  hearing,  it  shall  not  be  amended  in  any  material  matter,  as  by 
^  adding  new  &cts  or  defences,  or  qualifying  or  altering  the  original 
statements,  except  by  special  leave  of  the  court,  or  of  a  Judge  thereof^ 
upon  motion  and  cause  shown  after  due  notice  to  the  oi^naite  par^. 
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in  a  suit  for  s&lvage,  where,  after  a  decree  in  the  <^'°^-  •• 
district  court  in  favor  of  the  libellauts,  and  an  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court,  the  clainAnts  having  there,  as 
it  was  clearly  shown,  for  the  first  time  discovered 
that  some  of  the  salvors  had  been  guilty  of  deliberate 
embezzlement  of  the  salvage  property,  whereby  their 
claim  tosalvagehad  become  justly  forfeited,  theclaim- 
ants  were  permitted  to  file  a  supplementary  answer 
setting  up  this  ground  of  defence{a).  And  in  a  suit 
by  a  seaman  for  wages,  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  M^ne,  where  one 
of  the  grounds  of  defence  euppoeed  to  be  connte- 
nanced  by  the  evidence,  and  insisted  upon  at  the 
hearing,  was,  that  the  libellant  had  been  guilty  of 
misconduct  which  amounted  to  mutiny,  and  worked 
a  forfeiture  of  his  wages,  but  there  was  no  allegation 
to  this  effect  in  the  answer,  the  learned  judge  said 
that  as  the  charge  was  of  a  very  grave  character  and 
went  to  the  merits,  he  should  feel  it  to  be  his  duty, 
if  it  were  in  fact  sustained  by  the  evidence,  to  allow 
an  amendment,  in  order  to  bring  the  matter  fairly 
before  the  court 

The  language  of  the  twenty-fourth  rule  seems  to  ^'•^'^ 
contemplate  an  application  "  to  the  court "  for  leave  J^ 
to  amend  the  libel,  in  all  cases,  even  though  the 
amendment  be  "of  course,"  6r  without  notice  or 

mipported,  if  required,  by  afSdATit.  And  in  eyerj  case  where  leave  ii 
»Q  gimnted,  the  court  or  the  judge  granting  the  same  may,  in  his  dia- 
cretion,  reqnire  that  the  same  be  separately  engrossed  and  added  as  a 
distinct  amendment  to  the  original  answer,  seas  to  be  distinggishahle 
therefnan.'' 
(a)  I%e  Schooner  Botton  and  (kargo^  1  Sumner's  B.,  328. 
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roLj.    special  canse  sbown.    The  mle  is  not  supposed,  how- 
ever, to  form  an  impediment  in  the  way  of  permitting 
amendments  before  answer  or  exception^  without  a 
formal  motion  for  that  purpo8e(a). 
m^SSteOM      The  antecedent  practice  in  this  respect,  of  the 
oSlSt  forthe  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern 

Bonthani 

SSt-Yort.  District  of  New-York,  is  thus  stated  by  Judge  Betts: 
**  When  a  libellant  finds  any  irregularity  or  mistake 
in  his  process  or  libel,  he  may  amend  them  of  course 
before  contestation  of  suit,  in  which  case  he  should 
serve  on  the  opposite  party  the  proceeding  amended, 
where  a  proctor  has  appeared  and  taken  a  copy  of 
the  libel.''  Such  a  practice  is  convenient,  and  seems 
to  be  unobjectionable ;  and  it  is  not  supposed  to  be 
in  conflict  with  the  twenty-fourth  rule.  One  of  the 
rules  of  that  court  also  prescribes  that  ^*  amendments 
or  supplementary  matters  must  be  connected  with 
the  libel  or  other  pleading  by  appropriate  references, 

(a)  No  8uoh  formality  is  reqaired  by  the  correspondent  role  of 
equiij  practice;  and  as  no  reason  is  perceived  why  its  proTisions 
should  not  be  substantially  applied  to  suits  in  admiralty,  it  is  sub- 
joined, and  is  as  follows : 

■  '*  The  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  as  a  matter  of  coarse,  and  without 
payment  of  costs,  to  amend  his  libel  in  any  matters  whatsoever,  before 
any  copy  has  been  taken  out  of  the  clerk's  office,  and  in  any  small 
matters  afterwards,  sach  as  filling  blanks,  correcting  exrors  of  dates, 
misnomer  of  parties,  misdescription  of  premises,  clerical  errors,  and 
generally  in  matters  of  form.  But  if  he  amend  in  a  material  point  (as 
he  may  do,  of  course)  after  a  copy  has  been  so  taken,  before  any  an- 
swer or  plea  or  demurrer  to  the  bill,  he  shall  pay  to  the  defendant  the 
costs  occasioned  thereby,  and  shall  without  delay  furnish  him  a^fiur 
copy  thereof^  free  of  expense,  with  suitable  refbrences  to  the  places 
where  the  same  are  to  be  inserted;  and  if  the  amendments  are  nume- 
rous, he  shaU  furnish  in  like  manner  to  the  defendant  a  copy  of  die 
whole  bill  as  amended ;  and  if  there  be  mors  than  one  d^fendant^  a 
copy  shall  be  furnished  to  each  defendant  affected  thereby." 
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without  a  recapitnlation  or  restatement  of  the  plead-   ^^  •• 
ing  attended  or  added  to.'^ 

This  is  certainly  a  highly  proper  practice,  and 
ought  to  be  observed  without  any  express  rule  re- 
quiring it.  But  the  rule  seems  to  have  been  deemed 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  an  evU  which 
had  crept  into  the  practice  of  the  court ;  for  it  is 
said  by  Judge  Bbtts  to  have  been  "  not  unfrequently 
the  case  with  practitioners  to  recapitulate  or  re- 
hearse all  preceding  processes,  as  inducements  to 
the  amendatory  charges;^  but  he  adds,  that  ^^ costs 
are  never  allowed  for  such  proceedings.'^ 

With  respect  to  the  mode  of  obtaining  the  allow- 
ance of  amendments  when  an  application  to  the 
court  for  that  purpose  is  necessary — in  the  absence 
of  any  express  rule  or  established  usage  of  the  court 
to  the  contrary,  a  copy  of  the  proposed  amendments 
should  be  served  on  the  proctor  of  the  opposite 
party,  with  a  notice  of  the  time  of  applying  to  the 
court  to  grant  an  order  for  their  allowance(d^). 

4 

(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  58,  and  rule  95.  As  to  ameBdmenta  in 
ftn  appellate  court,  see  further,  infroy  chapter  on  Appeals. 
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CHAPTER  X 

Etxdsvcb. 

The  next  subject  for  consideration,  is  the  means  to 
be  resorted  to,  when,  as  generally  happens  in  con- 
tested cases,  there  are  questions  of  fact  in  contro- 
versy between  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  court  to  determine  such  questions. 

I.  ThK  PLXJkDIKOS. 

One  of  the  sources  of  information  to  which  the 
court  will  be  required  to  direct  its  attention,  is  the 
pleadings  in  the  cause ;  and  as  the  extent  to  which 
it  will  be  necessary  for  the  parties  in  a  suit  to  pro- 
vide themselves  with  extrinsic  evidence  in  support 
of  their  respective  allegations  will  depend  upon  the 
degree  of  weight  to  be  allowed  by  the  court  to  these 
allegations  in  the  formation  of  its  judgment,  it  is 
proper,  at  the  outset^  to  ascertain  the  principles  by 
which  courts  of  admiralty  are  governed  in  this  respect, 
le        The  defendant  is  required,  as  we  have  seen,  to 
«rpMot      ^ve  an  explicit  answer  to  each  article  and  material 
allegation  of  the  libeL    To  whatever  extent  the 
statements  of  the  libel  are  expressly  admitted  by 
the  answer,  no  further  evidence  of  their  truth  is 
SStnt^   required.    It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that 
the  ttfnL    where  there  are  several  defendants,  each  is  entitled^ 

■loot  of  hit  ^ 

if  he  chooses  (subject  to  an  ultimate  question  as  to 
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costs  if  the  proceeding  is  oppressive),  to  put  in  a  oHAP^ie. 
separate  answer,  although,  they  have  a  common  de- 
fence ;  and  that  the  answer  of  one  defendant  is  not 
evidence  against  his  co-defendant(a). 

Where  the  defendant  has  no  knowledge  of  the  SiSSUad- 
iacta  alleged  by  the  libellant,  except  what  he  de-  dUi«ajto 
rivee  fix>m  the  libel  itaelf-as  may  happen  in  a  ""^ 
case  of    salvage  of  property  found  derelict,   for 
example — he  may,  it  is  supposed,  decline  either  to 
admit  ^r  deny  their  truth,    but  may  assert  his 
ignorance  thereof,  and  thns  oblige  the  Ubellant  to 
establish  them  by  proof(d). 

Where  the  answer  sets  up  new  matter,  by  way  of  vtw^Mtr 
discharge  or  avoidance  of  the  matter  of  the  libel,  iS^'i^ 
it  must  be  established  by  proof  aliunde^  as  in 
chancery. 

But  suppose  that  the  answer,  in  direct  response  F<«eend 
to  the  libel,  expressly  denies  some  material  allega-  a^^^. 
tion  therein.    The  familiar  and  well  established  rule 
in  chancery,  in  such  cases,,  is,  that  no  decree  can  be 
made  against  such  denial,  until  it  is  contradicted  by 
the  oaths  of  two  witnesses,  or  by  evidence  equivar 
lent  thereto.    This  rule  rests  upon  the  plausible 
ground,  that,  as  the  plaintifi^  by  appealing  to  the 
conscience  of  the  defendant,  has  made  him  a  witness 
in  the  cause,  something  more  than  the  testimony  of 
one  opposing  witness  is  necessary  to  turn  the  scale 
in  jGftvor  of  the  plainti£    Whether  this  is  also  the  oonflieiiiiff 
rule  in  courts  of  admiralty,  is  a  highly  important  ^"^^ 

(a)  Story's  Eq.  Pleadings,  §  348. 

(6)  Clarke  et  air.  The  Brig  Dodge  Healy  ani  Cargo^  4  W 
ton's  0.  0.  R.,  651. 
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v<»^s.  question,  oonceming  which  a  contrariety  of  opinion 
has  prevailed  in  oar  courts,  and  one  which  it  is 
necessary  here  to  notice. 

In  a  case  in  admiralty,  decided  in  the  District 
Conrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  South 
Carolina,  in  1794,  this  rule  was  referred  to  and 
asserted  by  Judge  Bbb,  as  the  rule  of  all  courts  pro- 
ceeding according  to  the  coarse  of  the  civil  law(a). 
And  in  an  early  case  before  Chief  Justice  MabshaiIi, 
he  is  reported  to  have  used  language  indirectly  indi- 
cative of  an  impression  that  this  rule  was  obligatory 
on  courts  of  admiralty,  no  leas  than  on  courts  of 
equity(i).  But  neither  of  these  cases  turned  upon 
this  point,  and  in  neither  of  them  is  any  authority 
relating  to  it  referred  to.  They  were  nevertheless 
considered  by  Mr.  Dunlap  to  be  of  sufficient  weight 
to  warrant  him  in  laying  down  the  rule  in  question 
as  a  principle  of  admiralty  procedure((?). 

Under  this  unsatisfactory  state  of  American  au- 
thority upon  this  question,  a  case  arose  a  few  years 
since,  in  the  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Maine, 
in  which  it  became  necessary  to  consider  and  decide 
Rnto  I.       it.    The  suit  was  instituted  by  a  seaman  against  the 

chaooery  re- 

^^{^j^JlTto  iQ^tef  Ai^d  mate  of  the  vessel,  for  assault  and  beating 
!^i!r^r^  on  the  higrh  seas.    Airainst  the  mate,  by  whom  the 

applicable  ®  ,^^  '       •' 

ta^the  admi-  assault  was  alleged  in  the  libel  to  have  been  actually 
committed,  the  charge  was  clearly  established.  The 
charge  against  the  master  was,  that  he  had  not  only 
omitted  to  interpose  for  the  protection  of  the  libet 

(a)  TTie  Rambler,  Bee^a  Ti.j  10. 

(b)  7%«  Afoti^  4  HaU'8  Uw  Jounud,  428. 

(c)  Dunlap'B  Adm.  Practice,  122. 


lant,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  but  that  he  had  ordered  ^^^'  ^• 
the  mate  to  commit  the  violence  complained  of.  The 
master,  in  his  answer,  distinctly  denied  all  knowledge 
of  the  assanlt  until  it  was  consummated.  This  part 
of  the  answer  was  contradicted  by  one  witness ;  and 
the  question  was  thus  presented,  whether  the  rule 
which  prevails  in  chancery,  that  a  sworn  answer 
responsive  to  the  bill  is  to  be  received  as  true,  unless 
it  is  contradicted  by  two  witnesses,  or  by  one  wit- 
ness with  strong  corroboratiVe  circumstances,  was 
also  the  rule  in  the  admiralty.  Judge  Wabe,  upon 
a  luminous  review  of  the  subject,  came  to  a  satis- 
factory conclusion  that  the  rule  in  chancery  was  not 
the  rule  in  the  admiralty.  I^  in  &ct,  there  was  any 
such  established  rule  in  the  admiralty  jurisprudence, 
he  thought  it  was,  to  say  the  least,  surprising,  that 
it  should  be  nowhere  met  with,  or  explicitly  de- 
clared and  laid  down,  as  a  known  rule  of  decision,  as 
it  is  found  in  almost  every  volume  of  equity  reports ; 
that  no  instance  in  point  should  have  occurred  in  all 
our  admiralty  cases,  where  it  was  the  very  turning 
point  of  the  cases,  as  it  frequently  is  in  equity; 
that  the  only  evidence  that  can  be  found  existing, 
of  so  important  a  rule  of  jurisprudence,  and  one  of 
which  the  application  must  be  of  such  frequent 
occurrence,  should  be  two  obit^  dicta^  where  it  is 
just  mentioned,  and  that  in  connection  with  the 
familiar  rule  in  chancery.  Nor  did  he  consider  it  a 
legitimate  inference,  that,  because  a  certain  effect  is 
given  to  an  answer  in  chancery,  the  same  must  be 
allowed  to  an  answer  in  admiralty.  The  course  of 
proceeding  in  the  two  courts  is  in  many  respects 

85  / 
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▼^•>  different,  and,  what  is  more  material  to  be  remarked, 
thdr  naee  and  prindples  of  piactioe  were  derived 
from  different  aoarces,  those  in  equity  being  derived 
from  the  canon  law,  through  the  Englifih  eccleBiasti'* 
cal  courts,  modified,  it  is  true,  from  time  to  time,  by 
the  court  itself;  while  the  general  rules  of  practice 
in  admiralty  come  to  us  directly  from  the  Roman 
law.  By  the  Boman  law,  both  parties  were  obliged 
to  verify  their  causes  by  oath ;  that  is,  the  actor  was 
obliged  to  swear  to  his  demand,  and  the  defendant 
that  his  defence  was  made  in  good  faith,  was  in  his 
belief  true,  and  a  good  defence  to  the  action.  In 
the  brief  and  comprehensive  form  of  ple^iding  in  the 
Boman  forum,  tiie  oaths  of  the  parties  amonBted,«in 
substance,  to  the  actor^s  swearing  to  the  libel,  and 
the  defendant  to  his  answer;  and  such,  notwith* 
standing  the  doubts  expressed  upon  the  subject,  he 
had  supposed  to.  have  been  always  the  practice  of 
the  admiralty.  The  oath  required  of  the  libellant  to 
the  debt  or  claim  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  cor- 
responds to  the  oath  of  calumny  required  of  the  actw 
by  the  Boman  law :  gyod  tunt  calvmmcmdi  cmimo 
Utem  ^  momeae^  aed  ead&timando  bonam  amaam 
hjabere.  And  the  oath  required  of,  the  defendant  in 
the  admiralty,  in  like  manner,  corresponds  with  that 
exacted  of  the  defendant  by  the  Boman  law :  qmd 
pviana  ae  bona  inataniia  ttti,  ad  rehuAmdum  per- 
venerit 

The  doctrine  thus  laid  down  by  Judge  Wabb, 
has  since  been  recognized  by  the  Supreme  C!ourt 
^  The  answer,"  it  was  added,  '^  may  be  evidence,  but 
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it  k  not  ooncliistye(a).''  To  what  degree  of  weight,  <»^*" 
then,  is  it  entitled?  The  learned  judge  having 
satisfied  himself  that  the  mle  of  the  court  of  chan- 
eery  is  inappticablo  to  suits  in  admiralty,  it  became 
necessary  to  consider  imd  decide  this  question. 
His  condnMon  was,  that  in  the  strict  and  proper  ^^^^ 
sense  of  the  word,  neither  the  libel  nor  the  answer  ^"SSSi 
were  to  be  regarded  as  testimony;  but,  on  the  ""**" 
other  hand,  they  were  not  to  be  considered  in  the 
fight  of  ordinary  pleadings  at  common  law,  drawn 
np  according  to  a  fixed  and  established  formula — a 
declaration  and  plea  of  the  general  issne,  in  the  action 
of  troyer,  for  ^cample.  They  contain  a  particular 
statement  by  the  parties  of  the  cause  of  action  and 
of  the  grounds  of  defence,  deliberately  made  under 
the  solemnities  of  an  oath,  and  as  such  they  are  to 
be  regarded.  And  in  order  to  determine  the  just 
influence  which  the  answer  ought  to  have  upon  the 
decision  of  the  controversy,  it  is  to  be  carefully 
compared  with  the  allegations  of  the  libel,  and  with 
the  proofe  and  testimony  in  the  case ;  and  the  degree 
of  credit  to  be  given  to  it  depends  upon  the  result 
of  such  comparison.  If  it  appears  to  have  been 
carefully  drawn,  and  the  result  of  this  eomparison 
is  favorable  to  the  candor  o(  the  respondent ;  if  it 
exhibits  no  more  than  that  degree  of  bias  which 
every  one  naturally  feek  towards  hk  own  cause, 
and  no  more  coloring  than  an  upright  man  may  in- 
sensibly give  to  facts  in  which  hk  interest  and  feelings 
are  involved — it  may  justly  have  a  material  influence 

(a)  AmOrewB  t.  fToO,  3  Howard's  R.|  568,  672. 
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▼^^    upon  the  final  conclusion  of  the  jadge*    But  whether 
the  answer  is  to  be  treated  as  the  statement  of  the 
party,  or  receiiFod  as  the  testimony  of  an  interested 
witness,  and  treated  as  a  part  of  the  proofs  in  the 
case,  there  is  no  technical  nde  in  the  admirallT" 
which  binds  the  conscience  of  the  conrt^  by  deter- 
mining beforehand   the  degree  of  credit  to  be 
22^^'    ascribed  to  it    It  is  to  have  that  weighty  to  which, 
to*b7d^  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  under  all  circumstances 
2?  Vtm^  ^^  *^®  ^^^^»  ^*  ^  fairly  entitled.    If  it  be  objected 
fSStSJ!'    that  this  is  giving  no  rule,  the  answer  is  that  the 
nature  of  the  case  does  not  admit  of  any  precise 
rule.    By  what  rule  of  law  is  it  that    we  are 
authorized  to  believe  one  disinterested  vritnees  in 
preference  to  another  ?    In  both  cases,  the  matter 
is  referable  to  the  sound  discretion  and  conscience 
of  the  tribunal  whose  province  it  is  to  decide(a). 

(a)  Stutson  r.  Jordan  et  oLy  18  Amer.  Jurist,  294.  The  opinion 
of  Judge  Warx  is  followed  by  a  dissertation,  written,  as  I  infer  from 
the  initials  subjoined  to  it,  also  by  him,  which  is  characterized  by  so 
mudi  learning  and  research,  and  is  so  replete  with  interest  and  instroc* 
tion,  that  I  cannot  refiain  from  inserting  it  entire. 

''  As  the  forms  and  modes  of  proceeding  in  the  admiralty  are  de- 
liyed  principally  from  the  Roman  law,  some  light  may  be  thrown  on 
the  question  discussed  in  the  above  case,  by  a  more  extended  account 
of  the  practice  of  the  civil  law  courts  in  relation  to  the  same  matters. 

'*  In  all  countries,  and  under  all  systems  of  jurisprudenoe,  it  has  been 
found  necessary  to  establish  some  checks  to  causeless  and  vexatious 
litigation.  In  the  jurisprudence  of  the  common  law,  the  principal  check 
is  the  liability  to  costs ;  but  in  the  jurisprudence  of  ancient  Romey  it 
appears  that  a  party  was  not  liable  for  the  costs  of  the  adverse  party, 
merely  because  judgment  was  rendered  against  him.  He  was  liable 
only  when  he  instituted  an  action  without  probable  cause ;  that  is, 
when  the  suit  was  vexations,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  Roman  law,calum- 
niouB ;  and  then  costs  were  not  given  against  him  as  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, but  could  be  recovered  only  by  a  new  action  called  an  action  of 
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Hie  doctrine  of  this  case  is  distinctly  reiterated  by   ^^^ 
Judge  WiJUBy  in  the.  case  of  TJie  Chru8ader{a). 


edimmy,  oorraspondiog  to  an  action  for  a  malicioas  suit  at  common 
law.  By  this  action,  the  party  could  recoTer  ordinarily  a  tenth,  bnt 
in  some  cases  a  fifth  and  even  a  fonrth,  of  the  snm  in  oontroyersy  in 
the  fonner  actiop.  This  was  giyen  as  an  indemnity  for  his  expenses, 
in  being  obliged  to  defend  himself  against  a  yezations  snit. 

<'In  the  time  of  Justinian,  and  perhaps  at  an  earlier  period,  the 
action  of  calumny  had  fallen  into  .desuetude,  and  he,  as  a  substitute, 
required  the  oath  of  calumny.  The  oath  required  was  in  substance  an 
affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  actor,  that  the  debt  or  cause  of  action  on 
vrfaidk  the  suit  was  brought,  was  in  his  opinion  well  founded  j  and  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  defence  was  made  in  good  faith, 
and  in  the  belief  that  it  was  a  good  defence :  Actor  qutdemjuret^  rum 
cabtmniandi  ammo  Utem  $e  movme^  Bed  exuHmando  banamcauBam 
habere;  reue  aiUem  tiofi  aUter  euia  aUegfoHonibue  utatt$r,  fM  prkie 
€i  ifeejuraverU^  qmd  futane  ee  bona  inetanUa  uti^  ad  rehtctandun 
pervenerii, 

«  But  these  affidavits  were  not  evidence  in  the  cause :  they  were  re- 
quired soldy  and  profetaedly  as  a  check  to  vexatious  litigation;  but 
the  oath  of  calumny,  though  not  evidence,  was  an  essential  part  of  the 
proeedings  in  the  cause.  It  was  ordered  by  Justinian  to  be  officially 
required  by  the  judge,  although  not  insisted  upon  by  the  parties ;  and 
if  omitted,  it  vitiated  the  whole  prooeedingp.  The  practice  of  requir- 
ing the  oath  of  calumny  ^>pean  to  be  preserved  generally  in  the  civil 
law  courts  of  the  continent  of  Europe.  It  is  not,  however,  observed 
in  France ;  and  Dupim  condemns  it  as  condndng  more  to  perjury  than 
the  prevention  of  ]itigation,which  he  says  is  more  effectually  checked 
by  a  liability  for  costs. 

^  Another  part  of  the  Boman  jurisprudence,  from  wfaidi  our  admi* 
nlty  practice  has  been  m  part  derived,  is  the  interrogatory  actions  of 
the  Boman  law.  These  were  derived  from  the  edict  of  the  praotor, 
and  oooatitiited  a  part  of  that  ver^  portion  of  the  law  of  Borne  called 
the/tis  prtBtorium.  The  rsason  of  the  introduction  of  these  actions 
was  tills:  If  the  actor  demanded  in  his  action  more  than  was  his  due, 
he  felled  in  liis  whole  demand :  judgment  was  rendered  against  him; 
and  if  he  feiled  for  this  canse,  it  was  with  difficult  that  he  could  be 
restored  to  hia  rights  in  integrum.  As  he  could  not  in  all  cases  know 
the  pceoae  extent  of  hia  rights,  or  rather  of  the  defendant's  liabli^i 


(a)  Ware's  B.,  438,  443. 
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rct^%  Tbe  woehtdh^  pangrapli  of  the  esteaded  ex- 

ISSS^  tract  irom  the  Ammcaa  Jurist^  josl  given  in  a  note, 

ISISaa^  as  the  learned  reader  will  not  have  failed  to  r^nark, 


that  18,  whether  he  was  Hable  ibr  his  whole  desiaad,  tii  mMh,  or  for 
ft  part;  as,  if  the  action  was  agaioBt  him  in  his  quality  of  heir,  whether 
he  Buoeeeded  to  the  whole  inheritance  or  to  a  part,  this  action  was 
allowed  by  the  prsstor,  in  the  natilre  of  a  bill  of  discOTery  to  compel 
a  Aeclosore,  Ibr  the  pnipoee  of  enabling  the  actor  to  make  his  claim 
to  correspond  preeiseljr  with  his  right  and  with  the  defbndaafs  liability. 

'^BaowMS  says  that  these  actions  'were  confined  to  a  few  cases, 
and  were  introduced  to  discofw  towhat  part  of  the  at,  or  inheritance^ 
the  defendant  was  entitled.'  Though  this  wems  to  hare  been  the  prin- 
dpal  object  of  th«r  introdncti^  and  there  might  be  more  frequent 
occasion  for  their  use  in  these  cases  than  in  others,  it  is  clesr,  firon 
the  whole  title  of  the  Digest,  where  they  are  trsated,  that  they  were 
not  confined  to  them,  hut  might  be  resorted  to  in  all  CMes  where  the 
actor  required  a  discoTeiy:  Vbiawique  jndioem  eptiiUu  maoeritf  €Bfm 
oporterefieri  interrogaiionem,  dubium  non  esL 

'*<By  a  construction  of  the  Emperor  Nero^  the  lawde  pftira  jMfitume, 
by  wfaidbi  the  actor  feiied  if  he  demanded  too  much,  was  ahoiisfaeds 
and  by  the  time  of  Justiniaii,  if  not  at  an  eariier  period,  these  intu^ 
rogatory  actl(His  had  feQen  into  disuse,  as  we  Isam  from  a  fragment  of 
Oallistratns  preserred  in  the  Digest.  A  new  practice  arose  of  putting 
.  the  interrogatories  after  oootestatioii  of  suit;  and  the  aaswstn  thus 
obtuned,  instead  of  funnlshing  the  grounds  for  the  commencement  of 
an  action,  became  evidenee  in  the  case  for  the  adverse  party.  This  ap- 
pesrs  from  the  law  referMd  to  abore:  Ad  probatume*  m^icimU  eo, 
qua  ab  advena  patie  exprt99a  JuerinL  The  geneial  practice  of 
courts  which  have  adopted  the  forms  and  modes  of  proceeding  of  the 
Roman  law,  of  requiringthe  partiM  to  answer  interrogatories  underoath, 
called  positions  and  articles,  or  feots  and  articles,  seems  to  be  derived, 
through  this  law  of  the  Digest  and  the  later  practice  of  the  Roman 
forum,  from  the  andent  interrogatory  action;  althoo^  HsuuiBociua 
has  ezpressed  a  contvaiy  opimon. . 

^^Thetdause  of  the  kw  hi  question  is  generally  supposed  to  he  an 
faiterpolation  of  Tribonian  in  the  text  of  Oallistratas,  and  considered 
as  the  iiiU^uction  of  a  new  practice.  It  is  so  viewed  l^  Potbikb; 
and  in  his  edition  of  the  Pandects,  it  is  called  fuB  fwmsm.  Yonr, 
howeter,  seems  to  think  that  there  is  evidence  of  a  diaoge  in  the 
practice  as  early  as  the  sge  of  Ulpian,  who  was  contemporary  with 
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intimates  a  distinction  in  the  Amerioan  courts  of  chak  m 
admiralty,  between  the  force  allowed  to  responses 
to  interrogatories  propounded,  and  that  ascribed  to 

CalEBtivtas.  Bat  at  wbatevier  period  the  diange  took  plaoa^  ▼hether 
in  the  age  of  UljMan  or  Triboniani  it  has  paased  with  Tarioos  modifU 
cations  into  the  practice  oi  the  oonrts  of  all  nations  whidi  have 
adopted  the  Roman  law  as  the  basis  of  their  jariqMmdence.  Either 
party  may  interrogate  the  other  as  to  any  matters  .of  &ct  which  may 
be  necessary  to  support  the  action  or  maintain  the  de£uioe ;  and  the 
party  interrogated  is  bound  to  answer,  unless  his  answer  will  implicate 
him  in  a  crime.  The  answer  is  evideiice  against  himselfj  bat  not  to 
afiect  the  rights  of  third  persons. 

'^This  ^>pear8  to  be  the  usual  mode  in  whidi  parties  extraist  eyi* 
denoe  from  each  other  j  but  modern  practice  has  introduced  another 
inno?ation,and  has  authorised,  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  causes,  the 
introdnotion  subetantiatty  of  the  positions  and  artidfBS  into  the  libel 
itself^  although  regularly  they  caimot,  in  the  form  of  positions  and 
articles,  be  propounded  until  after  contestation  of  suit,  snd  of  course 
not  until  after  the  answer  is  in.  A  libel  in  this  fonn  is  said  to  be  an 
'  artiOBkted  libel,  or  a  libel  in  articles.  The  evidence  sought  f<Nr  is  then 
obtained  in  the  answer.  It  is  a  spedal  answer  to  each  article  in  the 
libel  f  and  the  litis  contettatioj  when  the  pleadings  axe  m  this  form,  is 
said  to  be  special  and  particular,  in  omtradistinction  to  a  simple  libel, 
and  a  genersl  answer  amounting  to  the  general  issue.  An  issue  is 
formed  on  eadi  article. 

<^From  this  aceount,  it  is  apparent  that  the  practice  of  the  admir 
n^tjj  so  fiir  as  relates  to  the  libel  and  answer,  is  in  its  forms  identic 
cal  with  that  of  the  Roman  law.  As  in  Ihe  Roman  law,  so  in  t^ 
•dmiialty,  the  parties  are  required  to  yerify  the  cause  of  action  end 
the  defence  by  oath.  The  libel  may  either  be  simple  or  articulated, 
and  the  answer  must  correspond  with  it  Either  party  also  may  re- 
quire the  other  to  answer  interrogatories  en  oath,  touching  any  matteis 
which  may  be  necsssaty  to  scqyport  the  hbd  or  the  answer. 

''We  hsife  seen  that  the  oath  of  cahmmy,  or  the  general  verification 
of  the  canse  of  action  and  ground  d  defence,  was  not  evidence  for 
either  party^.  How  fer  are  the  answers  to  intarogatories,  or  positions 
and  artides,  held  to  be  evidence  by  the  courts  of  the  dvil  Uw  1  It  has 
been  before  stated  that  this  prsctice  of  interrogsttQg  a  party  after  ooa- 
testatioa  of  suit  was  derived  from  the  interrogatory  actions,  and  took 
their  place  when  th^  fell  into  disuse.    The  answers  of  the  defendant 
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T^%  the  answer  to  the  all^;atians  of  the  libel ;  and  sach 
a  distinction  is  expressly  asserted  by  the  same 
eminent  judge  in  th6  case  of  The  David  Pr€Ut{a). 

in  these  actiooB  w«re  eiidenee  agaioBt  hlm^  but  not  in  his  &Yor.  Hie 
object  of  the  tction  was  to  extract  from  the  party  facts,  the  knowledge 
of  which  was  confined  to  himself^  or  which  was  difficult  to  be  prored 
except  by  his  own  admission,  and  tHthont  which  the  actor  could  not 
safely  commence  his  action.  If  he  answered  truly,  he  was  responsible 
according  to  his  actual  l^|;al  liability;  bat  if  he  answered  fiJselyy  by 
denying  his  liability  altogether,  or  by  alleging  it  to  be  less  than  it  was 
in  fiu^  unless  he  could  show  that  it  was  by  an  honest  mistake,  he  was 
held  liable  for  the  whole  demand :  Ui  vd  confUendo  vd  mentiemdo  sese 

^  The  late  period  in  the  progess  of  Roman  jurisprudence  at  whidi 
this  innoTation  on  the  andent  practice  took  place,  is  the  reason  why 
we  find  so  little  relating  to  it  in  the  Oorpos  Juris.  The  natural  pre- 
Bomption  would  be,  that  the  answers  would  be  held  to  be  eridenoe  to 
the  same  extent  that  the  answers  to  interrogatory  actions  were,  for  which 
they  were  a  substitute ;  and  this  seems  to  be  a  clear  inference  (irom  the 
words  of  the  law,  whether  they  axe  to  be  considered  as  the  words  of 
Callistaatus  or  TaiBORiiM  i  Ad  probaHaneg  UHgatumUnu  tt^ciunt 
eo,  qwB  ab  advena  parte  expreud  Juerint  apud  puUcet,  vd  in 
hertdUatibus  vd  in  dliti»  re5us  qwB  in  count  vertumtvr. 

^'The  ciTilians  teach  ns  accordingly  that  the  interrogatories  or  po-^ 
sitions  and  articles  are  aulject  to  the  same  rules,  and  are  govenied  by 
the  same  principles,  as  the  interrogatory  actions.  Pothibb  states  the 
doctrine,  and  explains  the  reasons  of  it  with  his  customary  cleamees. 
<  When  a  party,'  says  he,  <  proposes  fiKsts  and  articles,  upon  whidi  he 
obtains  an  order  that  the  opposite  party  shall  be  interrogated  by  the 
judge,  the  oath  which  is  taken  on  such  ocoasions  is  very  diffierent  (torn 
the  decisory  oath.  While  the  decisory  oath  is  proof  for  him  who 
makes  it,  this,  on  the  contrary,  is  no  proof  in  fiiTor  of  the  party  who 
makes  it :  the  answers  which  the  party  interrogated  makes,  are  proof 
only  against  him ;  they  prove  nothing  in  his^frvor.  The  reason  of  the 
difference  is»  that  he  who  caoses  the  party  to  be  interrogated  does  it  not 
with  the  intention  of  having  the  decision  depend  on  his  auBwers,  but 
he  puts  him  to  answer  in  order  to  draw  from  the  avowals  of  the 
party,  or  flrom  the  contradictions  into  wliich  he  may  fitU,  some  proofe 
or  presumptions  in  his  &vor :  Ut  vd  oonfiUndovd  meitf  teftdosese  ofusret. 

(a)  Ware's  R.,  495,  504. 
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Beferring  to  interrogatories  subjoined  to  the  libel,  o^ff^"* 
to  wbich  the  answer  of  the  master  was  demanded, 
bat  which  had  not  been  answered,  he  says,  "  The 
master,  by  answering  these  interrogatories,  would 
make  his  answers  evidence ;  for  though  the  general 
answer  of  the  respondent  is  not  properly  evidence 
any  farther  than  the  charges  in  the  libel,  which  are 
eqnally  verified  by  oath,  yet  the  answer  to  special 
interrogatories,  which  are  subjoined  to  the  libel,  and 
sometimes  put  at  the  hearing,  are  evidence.^  Bat 
admitting  the  distinction  to  be  soand,  the  question 
still  remains,  what  is  the  force  of  this-  evidence  ? 
For  it  by  no  means  follows  from  the  language  of 
the  learned  judge,  that  he  supposed  the  rule  which 
prevails  in  chancery  to  be  applicable  even  to  answers 
to  special  interrogatories.  Indeed,  the  course  of 
reasoning  which  led  him  so  irresistably  to  the  re" 
pudiation  of  that  rule  with  respect  to  the  answer  to 
the  allegations  of  the  libel,  seems  to  be  hardly  less 
conclusive  against  its  admission  with  respect  to 
answers  to  interrogatories.  The  objection  to  the 
rule  is  that  it  trammels  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
and  thus  obstructs  the  free  course  of  justice ;  and 
this  is  as  true  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  To 
what  extent  this  distinction  may  have  been  recog- 

The  ftiwwer  cumot  be  divided:  the  whole  must  be  taken  together,  or 
the  whole  rqjected.  It  seems,  howeyer,  that  whea  a  Beries  of  articles 
is  proponnded,  the  answer  to  each  article  is  distinct  and  indepemdent, 
and  may  be  talcen  bj  itself;  and  the  party  making  use  of  one,  is  not 
bound  to  admit  the  rest.' 

''In  the  admiralty  pnctioe  of  this  country,  it  is  belieyed  that  when 
a  party  is  required  to  answer  interrogatories,  the  answers  are  evidence 
as  weU  for  the  party  who  is  interrogated,  as  for  the  other  party." 

86 
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• 

.  VOL.  a.  nized  in  the  American  courts  of  admiralty,  I  am 
not  apprised.  No  ground  is  stated  by  the  learned 
judge,  on  which  it  is  supposed  to  rest ;  and  it  would, 
I  think,  be  difficult  to  assign  any,  which  would  be 
altogether  satisfactory.  It  is  true  that  in  calling 
upon  the  defendant  to  answer  interrogatories  touch- 
ing the  allegations  of  the  libel,  the  libellant  makes 
a  voluntary  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  the  defen- 
dant ;  and  it  may  be  said  that,  in  doing  so,  he  may 
justly  be  considered  as  acting  At  his  peril,  and  ought 
to  be  bound  by  the  answer,  whatever  it  may  be. 
But  in  citing  the  defendant  to  appear  and  answer 
•  the  allegations  of  the  libel,  which  he  must  do  on 
oath^  the  libellant  makes  the  like  appeal.  Besides, 
as  the  interrogatories  can  be  such  only  as  pertain  to 
the  allegations  of  the  libel,  the  subject  matter  of 
them  might  generally  be  embraced  in  the  libel  with- 
out subjecting  it  to  just  exception  for  surplusage. 
Still,  however,  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  two 
cases  are  not  identical,  and  that  there  are  many 
distinctions  in  the  law  resting  upon  still  narrower 
bases.  It  is  only  by  means  of  his  libel  that  the 
libellant  can  bring  his  case  under  judicial  cognizance 
at  all,  and  it  is  the  law  which  compels  the  defendant 
to  swear  to  his  answer,  whether  the  libellant  desires 
.  it  or  not.  But  in  propounding  interrogatories 
to  the  defendant,  the  libellant  avails  himself  of  a 
privilege  which  he  was  at  perfect  liberty  to  forego. 

• 

IL  Tkstihokt  of  Witnssses. 

Having    premised    thus    much  concerning    the 
influeace  which  the  allegations  of  the  parties  to  the 
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suit  are  to  have  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  it    onAP.io. 
is  necessary  to  proceed,  now,  to  the  consideration 
of  evidence  in  its  more  strict  and  usual  sense ;  and, 
first,  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses. 

In  courts  proceeding  according  to  the  couree  of  SwTined 
the  civil  law,  testimony  is  taken  upon  written  inter- 
rogatories by  examiners,  or  on  commission.  It  was 
in  this  manner  only  (except  by  voluntary  aflSdavit 
in  an  act  on  petition),  until  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  3  and  4  Victoria,  ch.  66,  authorizing  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses  viva  voce  in  open  court,  that 
evidence  could  be  taken  in  causes  in  the  English 
High  Court  of  Admiralty. 

The  process  act  of  1792(a)  ordains  that  "the 
forms  and  modes  of  proceeding  in  suits  of  equity 
and  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  shall  be  according  to 
the  principles,  rules  and  usages  which  belong  to 
courts  of  equity  and  to  courts  of  admiralty  res- 
pectively, as  contradistinguished  from  courts  of 
common  law,  except  so  far  as  may  have  been 
provided  for  by  the  act  to  establish  the  judicial 
courts  of  the  United  States ;  subject,  however,  to 
such  alterations  and  additions  as  the  said  courts 
respectively  shall  in  their  discretion  deem  expedient, 
or  to  such  regulations  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  shall  think  proper  from  time  to  time 
by  rule  to  prescribe  to  any  circuit  or  district  court 
concerning  the  same.^  Under  this  enactment,  there- 
fore, if  the  judiciary  act  to  which  it  refers  had 
contained  no  provision  upon  the  subject,  our  courts 

(a)  1  Stat,  at  Lai^ge,  275,  ch.  36,  §  2. 
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T«u  t.  would  probably  have  had  no  authority  to  cmmmoiL 
witneBses  to  appear  before  them,  and  testify  orally 
in  equity  and  adnaralty  causes ;  but  this  act  peremp- 
witaMMtD  torily  directs  ^^that  the  mode  of  proof  by  oral 
▼iTftTOMtai  testimony  and  examination  of  witnesses  in  open 
court  shall  be  the  same  in  all  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  in  the  trial  of  causes  in  equity 
and  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  as  of 
actions  at  common  law(a).'' 

With  respect  to  suits  in  equity,  this  provision  has 
been  so  far  altered  by  the  act  of  April  29, 1802(&), 
as  to  empower  a  circuit  court,  upon  the  application 
of  a  party,  to  order  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to 
be  taken  by  deposition,  except  in  states  where  testi- 
mony in  chancery  is  not  allowed  to  be  taken  in.  this 
form. 

And  the  act  of  March  8, 1803(c),  has  been  sup- 
posed to  have  wrought,  by  implication,  the  actual 
repeal  of  the  above  recited  provision  of  the  judiciary 
act,  in  regard  to  suits  in  equity,  and  to  have  so  far 
modified  it  with  respect  to  suits  in  admiralty,  as  to 
require  all  such  additional  evidence  as  the  parties 
may  be  entitled  to  offer  in  the  circuit  court,  on  ap- 
peal, to  be  taken  on  commission  (^Q  ;  but  neither  of 
these  acts  is  supposed  to  affect  the  positive  injunc- 
tions of  the  judiciary  act  in  relation  to  admiralty 
causes  in  the  district  court    It  seems,  nevertheless, 

(a)  1  SUt.  at  Large,  73,  ch.  20,  {  30. 

(b)  2  SUt  at  Large,  156,  di.  31,  §  25. 

(c)  2  SUt  at  Laige,  244,  oil.  40,  §  2. 

(d)  The  Bo9ton  and  Cargo^  1  Sumner's  It,  328,  332.    But  vid€ 
u^ira  Afpsaxj. 
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to  hare  been  rappoeed  by  Mr.  Dunlap,  ^at  deposi-  Q°^^  *^ 
tions  may  lawfully  be  taken  on  commission,  in  that 
courts  in  any  case,  without  regard  to  the  residence 
of  the  witnes8es(a) ;  and  I  am  assured  that  such  is 
the  practice,  to  a  considerable  extent,  in  the  district 
of  Massachusetts.  But  I  am  bound  to  suppose  that 
it  is  only  by  the  mutual  consent  of  parties,  ex- 
press or  implied,  that  testimony  is  taken  in  this 
form(J).  It  may  be  said,  therefore,  in  general,  that 
in  the  district  court,  the  manner  in  which  the  evi- 
dence of  witnesses  is  to  be  brought  before  the  court 
in  admiralty  causes,  is  the  same  as  in  suits  at  com- 
mon law.  The  like  process  of  subpoena  is  used  for  SjJSiJ' 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  attendance  of  the  wit- 
nesses, including  the  subpoena  duces  tecum^  and  they 
are  examined  in  like  manner.  Generally,  the  process 
of  a  court  is  operative  only  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  its  jurisdiction.  By  the  act  of  March  2, 
I793(c?),  however,  a  subpoena  in  a  civil  csme(d) 
may  run  to  any  place  out  of  the  district  where  the 
process  is  issued,  provided  such  place  be  not  more 
than  one  hundred  miles  distant  from  the  place  of 
holding  the  court  at  which  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
ness is  required.   . 

But  the  30th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  provides 
a  new«  mode  of  obtaining  evidence  in  civil  causes, 

m 

(a)  Dnnlap's  Adm.  Practioe,  251. 

(6)  The]6giaktiTeproTi8ioo8refen«dtointhetezt,reIati]igtothi8 
mAjectf  will  be  more  puticnlarl/  noticed  in  the  aequel,  tiader  the  head 
ofAppxixs. 

(c)  1  SUt  at  Laige,  333,  ch.  222,  §  6. 

(d)  In  crinunal  casee,  a  sabpoDna  nuiB  thronghout  the  United  Statee. 

n>. 
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vaI^ «.    nnder  certain  circumstances  therein  specified,  which 
is  very  frequently  resorted  to  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  and  which  requires  particular  notice. 
ditS^mi  I  refer  to  the  taking  of  depositions  de  bene  esse. 

The  importance  of  these  provisions  renders  it 
proper  here  to  insert  them  entire.  They  are  as 
follows : 

^  And  when  the  testimony  of  anj  person  shall  be  necessary  in 
any  civil  cause  depending  in  any  district  in  any  court  of  the  United 
States,  who  shall  live  at  a  greater  distance  from  the  place  of  trial 
than  one  hundred  miles,  or  is  bound  on  a  voyage  to  sea,  or  is 
about  to  go  out  of  the  United  States,  or  out  of  such  district,  and 
to  a  greater  distance  than  as  aforesaid  before  the  time  of  trial,  or 
is  ancient  or  very  infirm,  the  deposition  of  such  person  may  be 
taken  de  bene  esse  before  any  justice  or  judge  of  any  of  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  or  before  any  chancellor,  justice  or  judge  of 
a  supreme  or  superior  court,  mayor  or  chief  magistrate  of  a  city, 
or  judge  of  a  county  court  or  court  of  common  pleas  of  any  of  the 
United  States,  not  being  of  counsel  or  attorney  to  either  of  the 
parties,  or  interested  in  the  event  of  the  cause ;  provided  that  a 
notification  from  the  magistrate  before  whom  the  deposition  is  to 
be  taken,  to  the  adverse  party,  to  be  present  at  the  taking  of  the 
same,  and  to  put  interrogatories,  if  he  think  fit,  be  first  made  out 
*  and  served  on  the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney,  as  either  may  be 

nearest,  if  either  is  within  one  hundred  miles  of  the  place  of  caption, 
allowing  time  for  their  attendance  after  being  notified,  not  less  than 
at  the  rate  of  one  day,  Sundays  exclusive,  for  every  twenty  miles 
.  travel.  And  in  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  or 
other  causes  of  seizure  when  a  libel  shall  be  filed,  in  which  an 
adverse  party  is  not  named,  and  depositions  of  persons  circum- 
stanced as  aforesaid  shall  be  taken  before  a  claim  be  put  in,  the 
like  notification  as  aforesaid  shall  be  given  to  the  person  having 
the  agency  or  possession  of  the  property  libelled  at  the  time  of 
the  capture  or  Seizure  of  the  same,  if  known  to  the  libellant. 
Aiid  every  person  deposing  as  aforesaid  shall  be  carefully  examined 
and  cautioned,  and  sworn  or  affirmed  to  testify  the  whole  truth. 
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and  shall  subscribe  the  testimony  by  him  or  her  given,  after  the  ohap.  lo. 
same  shall  be  reduced  to  writing,  which  shall  be  done  by  the  per- 
son taking  the  deposition,  or  by  the  deponent  in  his  presence. 
And  the  depositions  so  taken  shall  be  retained  by  such  magistrate, 
until  he  deliver  the  same  with  his  own  hand  into  the  court  for 
which  they  are  taken ;  or  shall,  together  with  a  certificate  of  the 
reason  as  aforesaid  of  their  being  taken,  and  of  the  notice,  if  any, 
given  to  the  adverse  party,  be  by  him  the  said  magistrate  sealed 
up  and  directed  to  such  court,  and  remain  under  his  seal  until 
opened  in  court.  And  any  person  may  be  compelled  to  appear 
and 'depose  as  aforesaid,  in  the  same  manner  as  to  appear  and 
testify  in  court.  And  in  the  trial  of  any  cause  of  admiralty  or 
maritime  jurisdiction  in  a  district  court,  the  decree  in  which  may 
be  appealed  from,  if  either  party  shall  suggest  to  and  satisfy  the 
court  that  probably  it  will  not  be  in  his  power  to  produce  the  wit- 
«  nesses  there  testifying  before  the  circuit  court,  should  an  appeal 
be  had,  and  shall  move  that  their  testimony  be  taken  down  in 
writing,  it  shall  be  so  done  by  the  clerk  of  the  court.  And  if  an 
appeal  be  had,  such  testimony  may  be  used  on  the  trial  of  the  same, 
if  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  which  shall  try 
the  appeal,  that  the  witnesses  are  then  dead  or  gone  out  of  the 
United  States,  or  to  a  greater  distance  than  as  aforesaid  from  the 
place  where  the  court  is  sitting;  or  that  by  reason  of  age,  sick- 
ness, bodily  infirmity  or  imprisonment,  they  are  unable  to  travel 
and  appear  at  court.  And  unless  the  same  shall  be  made  to  appear 
on  the  trial  of  any  cause,  with  respect  to  witnesses  whose  deposi- 
tions may^  have  been  taken  therein,  such  depositions  shall  not  be 
admitted  or  used  in  the  cause." 

The  residue  of  the  section  consists  of  a  proviso 
recognizing  the  power  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  to  issue  a  commission  to  take  depositions,  and 
to  authorize  the  taking  of  depositions  to  perpetuate 
testimony ;  and  is  as  follows : 

*<  Provided,  That  fiothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  prevent 
any  court  of  the  United  States  from  granting  a  dedimtu  poteatatem 
to  take  depositions  according  to  common  usage,  when  it  may  be 
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TOL.  t.  necesuiy  to  prevent  a  finlure  or  delay  of  justice,  which  power  they 
shall  severally  possess;  nor  to  extend  to  depositions  taken  in  per- 
petuam  rei  memoriam^  which,  if  they  relate  to  matters  which  may 
be  cognizable  in  any  court  of  the  United  States,  a  circuit  court, 
on  application  thereto  made  as  a  court  of  equity,  may,  according 
to  the  usages  in  chancery,  direct  to  be  taken(a).'' 

In  addition  to  the  officers  named  in  the  act,  com.- 
I  miesioners  are,  by  a  subsequent  statute,  also  em- 

powered to  take  depositions  de  bene  esse(b). 
TbjM*  The  authority  conferred  by  the  above  recited 

£^ »?![  enactn^ent  is  to  be  strictly  construed ;  and  it  must 
^  11?^  therefore  appear  that  all  the  requisites  of  the  law 
aarmiitiir«ij  j^^^  ^^^  compUed  with,  before  the  testimony  taken 

is  admissible.  The  reasons  for  taking  the  deposition 
and  the  fact  of  a  notice,  if  any,  to  the  adverse  party, 
cwtMo^  it  will  be  remarked,  are  expressly  required  to  be 
Sli^'J^JS.  stated  in  the  certificate  of  the  officer  before  whom 
the  deposition  is  taken.  The  certificate  ought  also 
to  show  a  compliance  with  the  act  in  regard  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  deposition  was  taken ;  viz.,  that 
the  deponent  was  carefully  examined,  and  cautioned, 
and  sworn,  or,  having  conscientious  scruples,  was 
affirmed,  to  testify  the  whole  truth ;  and  that  his 
testimony  was  reduced  to  writing,  either  by  the 
officer  by  whom  it  was  taken,  or  by  the  deponent  in 
his  presence,  and  that  it  was  subscribed  by  the 
deponent.  Of  all  these  facts,  when  explicitly  stated, 
the  certificate  is  sufficient  prima  fa/Ae  evidence.  But 
no  mere  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of 
the  proceedings  are  to  be  indulged ;  and  therefore 
where  the  certificate  showed  an  exact  compliance 

(a)  Act  of  September  24,  1789,  ch.  20 ;  1  Stat  at  Large,  73,  §  30, 
(6)  Act  of  March,  1817,  cL  30;  3  Stat  at  Large,  360. 
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with  the  act  in  all  other  respects,  except  that  the  <»^i«» 
deposition  was  stated  to  have  been  subscribed  by 
the  deponent,  after  having  been  by  him  reduced  to 
writing  in  his  own  proper  hand,  but  did  not  state 
that  this  had  been  done  in  the  presence  of  the  officer, 
it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  to  be  inadmissible 
in  evidence(a). 

It  has  also  been  held  that  the  requisite  official  totMwto^ 
character  of  the  person  by  whom  the  deposition  SJI^L 
was  taken,  is  sufficiently  established,  prima  fade^  if  «^»»ci«r, 
it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  certificate(^).    If  no 
notice  was  given  to  the  adverse  party,  because 
neither  of  them  resided  within  one  hundred  miles  of 
the  place  of  examination,  it  will  of  course  so  appear 
from  the  certificate;  and  in  accordance  with  the 
above  mentioned  decisions,  this,  it  is  presumed,  would 
be  deemed  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  that  no 
notice  was  necessary. 

The  authority  conferred  by  the  act,  it  will  be  ob- 
served, is  limited  to  the  officers  therein  named,  ^'  not 
being  of  counsel  or  attorney  to  either  of  the  parties, 
or  interested  in  the  event  of  the  cause.^  For  JSjgS,**^ 
greater  caution,  at  least,  it  is  certainly  advisable  that  S!ltotb?tth« 
the  officer  should  certify  his  exemption  from  these 
disqualifications ;  and  such  certificate,  as  in  regard 
to  the  other  requirement^  of  the  act,  would  un- 
doubtedly be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact,  until 
the  contrary  should  be  shown :  but  whether  such  a 
certaficate  is  necessary,  has  not,  so  far  as  I  am 

(a)  BdL  T.  Hbrrtfon,  1  Peten's  R.,  351  (7  Cnrtis's  Decis.  S.  0., 
612) ;  J%e  Petaptco  Insurance  Company  y.  Sauthgate  et  a/.,  5  Peten's 
B.,  604  (9  Cnrtto's  Deds.  8.  0.,  490). 

(6)  Buggies  v.  BucknoTy  Paine's  0.  0*  R.,  358. 
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ft  oortificato4fr  neooaoftiy,  haanet,  oo  far  m  I  am 
apprised,  been  judicially  determined.  The  fact  is 
negative  in  its  character ;  and  the  presumption  that 
an  officer,  standing  in  either  of  the  specified  rela- 
tions to  the  suit,  would  not  be  guilty  of  the  gross 
impropriety  of  assuming  to  take  depositions  therein, 
is  very  strong.  The  principle  laid  down  in  the  case 
of  BeR  V*  Morrison^  above  cited,  that  no  presump- 
tions are  to  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  regularity 
of  proceedings  under  this  statute,  was  asserted  in 
regard  to  one  of  the  positive  acts  enjoined  thereby, 
in  itself  unimportant,  except  as  a  precaution,  and  tiie 
omission  of  which  would  not  necessarily  imply  any 
/  fraudulent  or  unlawful  intent  Perhaps,  therefore, 
there  may  be  ground  for  holding  that  the  compe- 
tency of  tiie  officer  in  this  respect  should  be  pre- 
sumed, until  it  is  disproved. 
ooDtiniia.  When  a  deposition  is  taken,  on  the  ground  that 
d^'tr'  ^^  residence  of  the  witness  was  more  than  one 
r^bT  hundred  miles  distant  from  the  place  of  trial  it  is 
80  far  absolute  that  it  is  entitled  to  be  read  without 
proof  that  the  witness  still  continues  to  reside  at 
M  the  Id.  that  distance ;  but  if  it  be  satifactorily  shown  by  the 
ftlJSS^ot  P^u*ty  against  whom  the  deposition  is  offered,  that 
the  witness  removed  to  a  place  within  one  hundred 
miles  of  the  place  of  trial,  after  the  deposition  was 
taken,  and  that  the  party  ofiering  it  knew  the  fact, 
the  deposition  cannot  be  read;  and  it  makes  no 
difference  in  this  respect  whether  the  deposition  was 
taken  at  a  place  within  or  without  the  district(a). 

(a)  I%ePetap§co Insurance Ornipanyr.SotUhgaUetal^SFet^ 
Ky  e04  (9  OurtU'fl  Deda.  S.  0.,  490). 
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« 

With  respect  to  the  other  descriptions  of  persons  ™f£^w- 
mentioned  in  the  act,  the  party  offering  the  deposi-  '^Z^ 
tion  is  boond  to  show,  at  the  trial,  that  the  reason  ^^^S^ 
of  taking  it  is  stUl  subsisting.    This  condition  is  ih^lh^ 

•  •■•  «i  i-iii  1  rwaon  of 

imposed,  m  terms,  by  the  act,  which  delares  that  ^^fjili^ 
unless  it  shall  be  made  to  appear,  on  the  trial  of  '^'^^* 
any  canse,  that  the.  witnesses  whose  depositions  have 
been  taken  therein  are  dead,  or  gone  out  of  the 
United  States,  or  to  a  greater  distance  than  as  afore- 
said from  the  pl«»  where  the  court  is  sitting;  or 
that  by  reason  of  age,  sickness,  bodily  infirmity  or 
imprisonment,  they  are  unable  to  travel  and  appear 
at  court,  such  depositions  shall  not  be  admitted  or 
used  in  the  cause;  and  so  it  was  held  in  the  case 
last  cited. 

It  was  decided  by  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Thomfsoit, 
in  a  learned  and  elaborate  judgment,  that  although 
objections  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  examined 
de  bene  esse  ought,  in  general,  to  be  made  at  the 
time  of  taking  the  deposition,  and  should,  if  not 
then  interposed,  be  considered  as  waived,  provided 
the  party  against  whom  the  witness  is  called  to 
testify  is  present  at  the  examination,  and  is  at  the 
time  aware  of  the  objection,  yet  that  if  the  ground 
of  objection  was  unknown  to  him,  he  is  entitied  to 
incnst  upon  it  at  the  trial(a). 

The  provision  contained  in  the  above  recited  i^otfeMo 
section,  which  requires  notice  to  be  given  to  the  ^^"^ 
person  having  the  agency  or  possession  of  property 
libelled,  when  depositions  are  to  be  taken  in  behalf 

(aX  The  UfdUd  SUOes  y.  One  CaeeofHcdr  PendUj  Pidne's  0.  0. 
R.,  400.  N 
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T^t.  Qf  tiie  libeUant  in  a  suit  before  a  claimant  has  ap- 
peared, is  supposed  to  embrace  all  suits  in  rem,  in 
the  admiralty ;  although  the  terms  of  it  seem  to 
imply  that  it  was  framed  with  special  reference  to 
cases  of  municipal  seizure,  and  of  capture* 

Witnesses  whose  depositions  are  taken  in  this 
form,  are  examined  and  cross^zamined  viva  voce, 

m 

as  in  open  court 
2;5«J»<»"       The  injunction  of  the  act  that  the  deposition  and 
t^'^Sj^   certificate,    when  not  delivered  into    the  proper 
court  by  tiie  magistrate  in  person,  shall  be  ^  sealed 
up  and  directed  to  such  court,"  has  always  been 
supposed  to  warrant  their  transmission  by  mail, 
directed  to  the  clerk  of  the  court ;  and  this  is  the 
usual  practice :  but  when  this  mode  of  conveyance 
is  adopted,  care  must  be  taken,  by  a  suitable  en- 
dorsement on  the  package,  to  apprise  the  clerk  of 
tiie  nature  of  its  contents,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from 
Ju(*?H5iii,  ^^S  opened  out  of  court ;  for  if  so  opened,  with- 
^S^  ^     out  the  consent  of  the  parties,  it  cannot  be  received 

jBis  evidence(a). 
nepodtkmt  For  the  purpose  of  excluding  any  inference 
which  might  otherwise  be  drawn  from  the  provisions 
of  the  act  relative  to  the  taking  of  depositions  €le 
bene  eaae^  against  the  authority  of  the  courts  to 
issue  commissions  for  the  purpose  of  taking  depoeir 
tions  absolutely,  this  authority,  as  we  have  seen,  is 
expressly  recognized  by  the  act ;  and  each  party  has 
a  right  to  resort  to  this  mode  of  obtaining  evidence, 
when  the  witness  resides  beyond  the  reach  of  a 

(a)  BeaU  y.  Thomp9<m  et  al,  8  Cranch's  R.,  70  (3  Oortis's  Decis. 
S.  C,  29). 


taken  OB 
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subpoena.    And  it  lias  been  adjodged  that  deposi-    ohap/io. 

tween  the  parties,  wherever  the  witness  may  he(a). 

The  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  a 
commission  will  be  issued,  and  the  mode  of  obtain- 
ing, ezeculing  and  returning  it^  in  the  several  . 
districts,  depend,  in  iJie  absence  of  any  special  rules 
of  court  upon  the  subject,  on  the  laws  and  practice 
of  the  state  in  which  the  commission  is  issued(&). 
The  practice  of  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New- 
York,  relative  to  commissions,  is  regulated  in  detail 
by  rules  of  court.  By  the  rules  of  the  courts  for 
the  Northern  District  of  New  -York,  the  regulations 
on  the  subject  prescribed  by  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  state  are  expressly  adopted ;  and  those  rules 
forther  provide  that  commissions  may  be  iissued  by 
consent  of  parties,  but  the  agreement  for  that  pur- 
pose must  be  in  writing  and  filed  in  the  clerk's 
office,  and  the  commission  must  be  endorsed  by  the 
derk,  under  his  signature,  ^^  allowed  by  consent  of 
parties(c)." 

There  is  another  and  more  certain  and  effectual  J^^^. 
mode  by  which,  in  courts  of  admiralty,  the  testi- 

(a)  Sergeamt^s  Leatee  y.  Biddle  etal^A  Wbeaton'a  B.,  508  (4  CurtiB'fl 

Decis.  S.  0.,  456). 

(b)  Buddicum  y.  Kirk^  3  Oranch's  R.,  293  (1  Gortis's  DedB.  8  C, 

584). 

(e)  See,  lektWe  to  eyidenoe  in  the  ooarto  of  the  United  States, 
Oonkling's  Trefttiae  on  the  organization,  jurisdiction  and  practice  of 
these  coorts,  3d  ed.,  389-423,  where  the  subject  is  more  fully  treated ; 
and  the  appendix  of  the  same  work,  where  practical  forms  adapted  to 
the  taking  of  depositions  de  bene  esse,  and  by  dedimue  poteetaiemy  are 
giyen. 
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vOT^i.  monj  of  witnesses  resident  in  foreign  countries  may 
be  obtained,  viz^  ihrongb  the  instramentali<y  of  a 
foreign  court  within  whose  jnrisdiction  the  witnesses 
reside.  Gonrts  of  admiralty,  in  which  the  laws  of 
nations  and  the  general  maritime  law  are  adminis- 
tered, hold  themselyes  bound  mutually  to  aid  each 
other  for  the  furtherance  of  justice;  and  hencOi 
when  in  a  cause  pending  in  a  court  of  one  country, 
the  evidence  of  witnesses  resident  in  another  country 
is  required,  a  court  of  the  latter  country  will^  upon 
request^  cause  such  witnesses  to  be  examined  upon 
interrogatories  furnished  for  that  purpose,  and 
transmit  the  evidence  so  taken  to  the  court  where 
it  is  to  be  used.  Requests  for  aasistance  in  this 
form  are  denominated  Letters  Rogatory,  or  com- 
missdons  eub  mtUtuB  vicissiiudime  obtenttu  By  these 
letters  the  foreign  court  is  informed  that  a  suit  is 
pending  in  the  court  from  which  they  are  sent,  in 
which  the  testimony  of  certain  witnesses  resident 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  foreign  court  is  re- 
quired, whom  it  IS  requested  to  examine  or  cause 
to  be  examined  in  due  course  and  form  of  law,  for 
the  furtherance  of  justice;  with  an  offer  from  the 
court  making  the  request,  to  render  the  like  service 
for  the  other.  ^'If  these  letters  rogatory  are 
received  by  an  inferior  judge,  he  proceeds  to  call 
the  witnesses  before  him  by  the  process  commonly 
employed  within  his  jurisdiction,  examines  them  on 
interrogatories,  or  takes  their  depositions,  as  the 
case  may  be ;  and  the  proceedings  being  filed  in 
the  registry  of  his  court,  authentic  copies  thereof^ 
duly  certified,  are  transmitted  to  the  court  a  quo^ 
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and  are  l^al  evidence  in  the  cause.    K  the  letters  o^j£^^ 
are  directed  to  a  conrt  of  superior  jurisdiction,  they 
appoint  an  examiner  or  commissioners  for  the  pur- 
pose of  executing  them,  and  the  proceedings  are 
filed  and  returned  in  the  same  manner(a).^ 

In  general,  courts  of  admiralty,  in  deciding  upon 
the  competency  of  witnesses,  are  governed  by  the 
same  principles  that  are  enforced  in  courts  of  com- 


(a)  HftU's  Adm.  Pisctioe,  37.  « It  is  to  be  x«grotted,"  adds  Mr. 
Hall,  ''  that  the  principle  of  the  ciyil  law  with  respect  to  letters  ro* 
gatory,  has  not  been  introduced  into  our  practice.  Commissions  of 
dedinuu  potettatem  vn  liable  to  great  objections.  It  is  sometimes 
difBcolt  to  procure  the  names  of  commissioners  j  and  when  they  are 
obtained,  it  is  often  impossible  to  prevail  upon  them  to  act.  They  hare 
no  power  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses ;  and  as  they  rarely 
receive  a  compensation  for  their  services,  they  do  not  care  much  about 
attending  themselyes.  Thus  the  return  of  the  commission  is  protracted, 
the  attorn^  is  unable  to  account  for  the  delay,  his  opponent  is  ordered 
to  press  for  a  trial,  and  an  honest  creditor  is  frequently  deprived  of  a 
just  claim.  This  is  far  from  being  an  exaggerated  picture.  We  may 
add  that  the  witnesses  cannot  be  prosecuted  for  peijury  before  the  tri- 
bunals of  their  own  country ;  nor,  while  they  remain  there,  can  they 
be  prosecuted  in  that  in  which  the  cause  is  tried.  It  often  happens, 
too,  that  the  constituted  authorities  of  the  place  consider  these  com- 
missions as  an  encroadiment  upon  their  jurisdiction,  and  refuse  to 
permit  them  to  be  executed.  Instances  of  this  kind  have  sometimes 
happened  in  cases  of  commissions  which  have  been  issued  by  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  the  commissioners  having  been  threatened  with 
punishment  if  they  proceeded  to  act  under  them.  These  and  other 
inconveniences  have  been  sensibly  felt  by  praetitiQiiers,  who  have  long 
wished  that  something  more  effectual  for  the  advancement  of  justice 
were  introduced  into  our  practice.'' 

But  in  one  reported  case,  at  least,  that  of  iVeZMme^  at  V.  The  United 
Suaee  (1  Peters's  0. 0.  R.,  235),  this  method  of  obtaming  testimony  has 
been  resorted  to.  A  commission,  in  the  usual  form,  had  been  issued 
to  Havana,  but  the  authorities  prevented  its  execution ;  deeming  the 
attempt  to  tske  testimony  under  it,  an  interference  with  the  local  judi- 
cial tribunals.    Letters  rogatory  were  thereupon  issued,  and  the  desired 
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▼o]k«-  mon  law.  The  most  important  of  these  principles 
ooMPRBroT  jg  ^jj^^  which  pronounces  an  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  suit  a  disqualification  to  testify  therein.  Bat 
this  mle  is  sabject  to  some  exceptions ;  and  even  a 
party  has  been  allowed,  in  courts  of  law,  to  testify 
to  facts  which  from  their  nature  could  not  be  pre- 
. 

testimonj  wis  thus  obtained.    The  following  is  a  copy  of  these  letters, 
as  g^ven  in  a  note  to  the  above  recited  report  of  the  case. 


UNITED  STATES, 
District  of  PsNHSTLTiiNii 


ffu,  J 


The  Prendent  of  the  United  Statet^  to  any  Judge  or  Trilmndl^  hoK^ 
ing  juriediction  of  dvil  causes  at  Havana^  greeting  : 

Whereas,  a  certain  suit  is  pending  before  ns,  in  which  John  D.  Nel- 
son, Henry  Abbot  and  Joseph  E.  Tatem  are  claimants  of  the  schooner 
Perseyeranoe  and  cargo,  and  the  United  States  are  defendants ;  and  it 
has  been  suggested  to  us  that  there  are  witnesses  residing  within  your 
jurisdiction,  without  whose  testimony  justice  cannot  be  completely 
done  between  the  said  parties.  We  therefore  request  you  that,  in  fur- 
therance of  justice,  you  will,  by  the  proper  and  usual  process  of  your 
court,  cause  such  witness  or  witnesses  as  shall  be  named  or  pointed 
out  to  you  by  the  said  parties,  or  either  of  them,  to  appear  before  you, 
or  some  competent  person  by  you  for  that  purpose  to  be  appointed 
and  authorized,  at  a  precise  time  by  you  to  be  fixed,  and  there  to 
answer  on  their  oaths  or  affirmations  to  the  seyeral  interrc^tories 
hereunto  annexed;  and  that  you  will  cause  their  depositions  to  be 
committed  to  writing,  and  returned  to  us  under  cover,  duly  closed  and 
sealed  up,  together  with  these  presents.  And  we  shall  be  ready  and 
willing  to  do  the  same  for  you  in  a  similar  case,  when  required. 
Witness,  etc. 

When,  in  compliance  with  letters  n^tory  addressed  by  a  court  of 
a  foreign  country  to  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  a  commissioner 
is  designated  to  examine  the  witness  named,  such  commissioner  is  em- 
powered to  compel  them  to  appear  and  testify  as  in  court.  Act  of 
March  2, 1855,  ch.  140.  The  act  seems  to  have  been  passed  under  the 
expectation  that  in  any  letters  rogatory  addressed  to  our  courts,  the 
witnesses  would  be  named.  In  the  above  form,  it  will  be  observed, 
they  are  not  named.  Doubtless  it  would  be  smtable,  and  a  foreign 
court  might  perhaps  deem  it  indispensible  to  name  them. 


competent 
wltneieeelii 
oMeeofool* 
and  ' 
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Bumed  to  be  wiihin  the  knowledge  of  any  indifferent  ohap^i©. 
person(a). 

This  exception  rests  upon  the  ground  of  necessity ;  fS^'^ST 
and  upon  this  ground  it  is  that  in  cases  of  collision(&) 
and  of  salvage(^)9  the  master  and  crew  of  a  vessel,.  Jjj;^^ 
although  interested,  are  nevertheless  permitted  to 
testify  to  facts  which  could  not  otherwise  be  proved. 
But  it  often  happens  in  other  cases,  also,  in  suits  for 
wages  and  on  contracts  of  affreightment,  for  example, 
that  the  rights  of  the  ship-owners  would  be  in  danger 
of  being  seriously  prejudiced  by  the  absolute  exclusion 
of  the  master  as  a  witness  in  their  behalf.  His  evi- 
dence may  be  important  also  to  the  adverse  party ;  as 
in  cases  of  hypothecation,  express  or  implied,  by  the 
master,  where  his  authority  is  disputed  by  the  owner. 

With  respect  to  the  competency  of  the  msster  in  2gyjJ2g^ 
suits  in  personam^  the  decisions  at  common  law  i!!!ldiil?ir' 
fcTDWb,  in  gen^d,  .  «fe  «>d  «»jr  grid. ,  but  the  -'"" 
question  of  the  master's  competency  in  suits  in  rem^ 
notwithstanding  its  great  practical  importance,  still 
rests  in  this  country,  at  least  so  far  as  it  depends  on 
the  reported  decisions  of  the  American  courts  of 
admiralty,  upon  au  unaatiafactory  footing ;  and  I 
have  met  with  but  two  reported  cases  in  the  English 
admiralty,  tending  to  shed  any  light  upon  it. 

The  first  is  the  case  of  TJie  Moeter.  The  case  was 
this:  The  libellant  had  been  hired  as  mate  in  the 
service  of  the. ship  at  Bombay,  by  the  master ;  and 

(a)  Boflooe'8  Er.  in  Oiyil  Oases,  87. 

(6)  The  Catharine  o/Daoer^  2  Hsggard's  R.,  145 ;  ITie  CeU^  3  Hag- 
gvrd's  R.,  321)  323. 

(e)  The  BotUm  and  Cargo^  1  Sumner's  R.,  328 ;  7^  Henry  Ewebank 
and  Cargoy  id.,  400;  The  FiU^  2  Haggard's  R.,  149,  QOt«u 

88 
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» 


vOT^j.  was  afterwards,  in  the  prosecatioii  of  the  voyage  to 
Europe,  forcibly  discharged  firom  the  service  of  the 
ship,  at  the  island  of  Colombo,  on  a  charge  of  in- 
capacity, drunkenness,  neglect,  and  disobedience  of 
orders.  The  suit  was  for  the  balance  of  wages,  and 
expenses  incurred  in  returning  to  Europe ;  the  libel- 
lant  insisting  that  the  charges  against  him  were 
unfounded,  and  that  he  was  wrongfully  discharged. 
To  prove  the  truth  of  the  charges,  the  master  had 
been  examined;  and  at  the  hearing,  an  objection 
being  taken  to  his  competency,  Sir  William  Scott 
permitted  his  evidence  to  be  read  de  bene  esae^  reserv- 
ing the  objection,  not,  he  said,  from  any  doubt  enter- 
tained, but  because  he  wished  to  give  it  further 
consideration.  His  conclusion  was  that  the  master 
was  clearly  incompetent(a). 

This  case  has,  however,  been  supposed,  by  the 
learned  judge  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Maine,  to  assert  the  doctrine  that  the  master  ^*  is 
an  incompetent  witness  to  support  any  matters  of 
defence  set  up,  which  ori^ate  in  his  own  acts, 
because,  for  these  acts  he  may  be  held  personally 
responsible(&).'^  If  the  case  had  presented  no  other 
features  than  those  above  mentioned,  it  would,  when 
considered  conjointly  with  another  case,  decided  by 
Sir  WmxAjf  Scott,  have  warranted  the  inference 
drawn  from  it  by  Judge  Wabb  ;  but,  in  reality,  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  The  Exeter  turned  upon  a 
point  quite  independent  of  the  question  of  the 
comp^ejr  of  .  master,    »   Buoh,  to  teetifr  in 

(a)  RMneU  r.  TTie  Ship  Exeter^  2  Robinson's  XL,  261. 
(6)  The  WUUam  Harris^  Ware's  B.,  367. 


EVIDENCK  299 

behalf  of  hjB  owners ;  for,  in  the  report  of  the  case,  ohap.io. 
the  master  is  expressly  described  as  ^  late  comman- 
der and  two-ihirda  owner  of  the  said  ship  Exeter{a)? 
As  owner  of  the  ship,  he  would  of  course  have  been 
incompetent ;  and  the  ground  on  which  his  evidence 
was  supposed  to  be  admissible,  was,  that  subsequent 
to  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  the  port  of  London,  he 
had  been  duly  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  obtained 
his  certificate  as  such ;  and  that  the  ship  had,  more- 
over, already  been  sold  by  a  decree  of  the  court  to 
discharge  the  claims  of  the  officers  and  mariners; 
after  payment  of  which,  there  would  remain  a  bal- 
ance of  the  proceeds  of  but  about  the  sum  of  JS^OOO, 
against  which  there  were  privileged  claims  of  bot- 
tomry, and  oliier  bondholders,  to  the  amount  of 
JS6000,  on  whose  behalf  such  proceeds  had  been 
arrested.  These  facts  were  set  forth  in  the  13th  and 
14th  articles  of  the  defensive  allegation;  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  latter  article  being,  ^^  That  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  he,  the  said  Richard  Whitford,  was 
and  is  a  legal  and  competent  witness,  to  be  produced, 
sworn,  and  examined  in  this  cause." 

Sir  WnucjAM  Scott,  in  proceeding  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  objection,  describes  it  as  an  "  objection 
taken  to  the  conclusion  drawn  from  the  18th  and 
14th  articles  of  the  allegation  on  the  part  of  the 
defence ;"  and  after  reciting  these  articles  at  large, 
he  announces  his  decision  in  the  following  terms: 
'^Personally  exonerated  he  certainly  is;  but  not 
exonerated  as  to  the  estate,  about  which  he  is  still 

(a)  This  fiict  seems  also  to  hsTe  escaped  the  obseiration  of  Mr. 
Justice  Stoet  in  the  case  of  Tht  Ship  Fortitude^  3  Sumner's  R.,  228. 
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TOIL  i.  liable  to  be  examined*  He  has  an  interest  still 
remaining  as  to  the  surplus  of  the  estate,  and  also 
as  to  the  allowance,  which  will  depend  on  the  pay- 
ment that  IS  made:  till  he  does  more,  therefore, 
than  he  has  yet  done ;  till  he  has  released  all  interests 
under  the  estate,  and  also  the  allowance ;  I  have  no 
doubt,  upon  the  consideration  which  I  have  been 
able  to  give  the  matter,  and  also  on  conversation 
with  eminent  persons  at  the  common  law,  that 
he  is  not  a  competent  witness(a).^  But  though  the 
question  really  decided  in  the  case  of  The  Eooeter  was 
quite  distinct  from  that  now  under  consideration^ 
there  is  much  in  the  language  of  other  parts  of  the 
judgment  of  Sir  Williak  Scott,  which  seems  to  me 
to  infer  a  decided  impression  on  his  part,  that  but 
for  the  proprietary  interest  of  the  master  in  the 
ship,  he  would  have  been  a  competent  witness. 
Thus,  after  giving  a  summary  statement  of  the  case, 
and  befi>re  adverting  to  the  objection  to  the  master's 
competency,  he  says :  ^  In  the  first  place,  I  observe 
there  is  no  general  incapacity  set  up :  such  a  charge 
is  introduced  into  the  deposition  of  Captain  Whitfbrd, 
indeed,  but  it  makes  no  part  of  the  plea.  If  a  general 
incapacity  had  been  specially  pleaded,  and  properly 
supported  by  the  depositions  of  the  master,  this 
court  would  find  a  difficulty  in  opposing  the  pre- 
sumption, arising  from  the  opinion  of  a  superior 
officer.  K  that  had  been  pleaded  in  the  all^ation, 
it  must  have  been  strong  evidence  that  would  have 

(a)  This  case  ib  also  cited,  in  a  well  known  elementary  work,  in  a 
manner  calculated  to  conyej  an  erroneons  impreaaion  relatiTe  to  the 
point  dedded.    See  Dunlap's  Adm.  Practice,  244. 
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induced  the  court  to  determine  against  sucH  testi-  ^^  ^ 
mony," 

It  appears  improbable  that  this  language  would 
have  fallan  from  the  eminent  judge  by  whom  it  was 
used,  unless  he  supposed  that  in  a  case  like  that 
before  him,  tlie  master,  notwithstanding  Im  relation 
as  such  to  the  vessel,  would  be  a  competent  wit- 
ness. Indeed,  it  may  be  inferred,  tibtat  such  was  the 
opinion  of  all  parties  concerned ;  for  the  effort  on  the 
one  side  to  establish  the  admissibility  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  on  the  other  to  exclude  it,  seems  to  have 
been  prdhipted  and  directed  by  the  relation  of  joint 
owner,  and  not  by  that  of  master,  in  which  the  wit- 
ness stood  to  the  ship. 

This  interpretation  of  the  case  is  fortified  by  a 
decision  of  the  same  judge,  pronounced  several 
years  afterwards  in  the  other  case  above  alluded  to. 
It  was  a  suit  for  wages,  and  the  matter  of  defence 
set  up  was  the  alleged  desertion  of  the  mariner. 
An  objection  being  taken  that  the  maister  was  not  a 
competent  witness,  Sir  Wiujah  Scon  said :  ^^  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  general  objection  to  the  compe* 
tency  of  the  master  of  a  vessel  as  a  witness  in  a 
suit  for  wages.  The  mariner  has  his  election  whether 
he  will  proceed  against  the  owners,  the  master,  or 
the  ship ;  and  in  this  case  the  proceedings  being  in- 
stituted against  the  owners,  the  master  has  no 
inmiediate  interest  in  the  suit,  and  therefore  is  not 
an  incompetent  witness  by  any  rule  with  which  I 
am  acquainted,  though  it  may  certainly  be  necessary 
to  watch  his  testimony  with  jealousy,  as  Ids  conduct 
may  constitute  a  material  part  of  thead  verse  ca8e(a).^ 

(a)  The  Lady  Ann^  Edwarda't  R.,  235. 
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YOL^t.  jj^  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  PeDnsylvania,  it  was  uniformly  held, 
during  the  time  of  Judge  Petbbs,  that  the  master 
was  not  a  competent  witness  in  disputes  with  mari- 
nera  The  first  of  the  reported  cases  in  which  the 
question  arose  in  that  district,  was  a  suit  in  behalf 
of  a  mariner,  for  wages,  in  which  the  demand  of 
the  libellant  was  resisted  on  the  ground  of  his 
alleged  desertion;  and  the  master,  in  the  absence 
of  the  mate,  was  produced  as  a  witness  to  prove 
the  entry  in  the  log4)ook,  and  other  facts  to  establish 
the  defence.  Touching  the  question  of  his  admissi- 
bflity,  Judge  RirrEES  expressed  himself  ^as  foUows : 
^^  I  have  generally  been  averse,  as  I  am  in  this  case, 
to  admitting  masters  of  ships  as  witnesses  in  disputes 
with  maiiners.  I  do  not  believe,  or  suspect,  that 
masters  of  ships  are  liable  to  any  more  or  peculiar 
objections,  than  any  other  class  of  citizens;  but 
it  so  happens,  from  their  situation,  that  differences 
and  disputes,  and  consequently  strong  prejudices, 
most  commonly  ori^ate  between  the  master  and 
mariners;  and  the  merchant  is  governed  by  the 
master's  representation.  The  master  is  personally 
liable  for  wages,  though  the  seamen  may  proceed 
m  rem  against  the  ship,  or  in  personam  against  the 
owner.  It  is  his  interest  to  throw  the  responsibility 
off  himself.  If  the  vessel  is  not  valuable  enough 
to  discharge  the  lien,  or  the  owner  is  in  bad  cir- 
cumstances, and  the  master  solvent,  he  must  pay 
the  debt.  Instances  have  not  been  wanting  in  this 
court,  where  unjustifiable  endeavors  have  been  made 
by  masters  to  charge  the  ship  witibi  seamen's  wages : 
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in  some  cases,  where  funds  had  been  furnished  and  ^^^ 
misapplied;  in  others,  to  secure  themselves.  But 
suppose  the  master's  testimony  given  in  a  proceed- 
ing  in  rem^  and  a  decree  on  the  merits  against  the 
demand ;  the  success  of  the  seamen  in  a  prosecution 
in  j>ers(mam  thereafter,  if  their  circumstances  per^ 
mitted  further  proceeding,  would  be  hopeless.  I 
would  not  be  understood  so  to  apply  particular 
instances  as  to  affect  general  character  or  principles ; 
but  a  practice  liable  to  great  abuses  ought  to  be 
avoided,  and  other  testimony  may  be  procured. 
The  law  removes  from  testimony,  persons  even  re- 
motely  interested,  especially  where  their  testimony 
is  not  the  only  proof  which  can  be  obtained.  Hav- 
ing,  on  the  admiralty  side  of  this  conrt,  to  jndgb  of 
both  competency  and  credit,  I  wish  to  avoid 
exposing  myself  to  the  painful  task  of  rejecting 
testimony  for  want  of  credit.  Although  I  might 
not  be  often  placed  in  this  predicament,  yet  such  a 
situation  might  occur.  The  line  between  compe- 
tency and  credit  is  often  imperceptible,  and  difficult 
to  draw(a).'' 

In  a  case  of  the  same*  nature  which  occurred  a 
few  years  later,  the  captain  being  offered  as  a  wit- 
ness  to  prove  the  libellant's  absence  from  duty,  the 
judge  said  that  in  these  cases  he  had  constantly 
refused  to  admit  the  captain.  He  was  liable  to  a 
suit  for  the  wages,  at  the  will  of  the  mariner,  who 
has  several  remedies,  though  he  can  have  but  one 
satisfaction.  Protests  had  been  entered  against  this 
opinion,  but  they  had  never  been  prosecuted.    It 

(a)  /ofie9  T.  The  Brig  Phamx^  1  Peten's  Adm.  Dedsions,-  201. 
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T^s.  was  his  wish  that  the  point  should  be  pnt  in  a  shape 
to  be  determined  by  the  circuit  conrt  The  master, 
he  conceived,  was  interested  in  the  result,  though^ 
not  immediately.  If  a  decree  passes  against  the 
seaman  in  a  suit  in  rem^  or  against  [for]  the  owner, 
it  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  repel  a  suit  against 
the  master.  The  master  was  therefore  adjudged  to 
be  incompetent(a). 

With  unfeigned  respect  for  the  opinions  of  the 
learned  judge  by  whom  these  decisions  were  pro- 
nounced,  I  am  constrained  to  doubt  the  soundness 
of  the  grounds  on  which  he  has  placed  them.  At 
common  law,  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered  is  avail- 
able  only  in  a  suit  between  the  same  parties ;  for 
where  several  persons  are  separately  liable,  they 
may  be  successively  sued  until  satisfaction  can  be 
obtained ;  and  an  unsuccessM  suit,  which  may  have 
failed  for  want  of  evidence,  and  by  which  no  fact 
may  have  been  certainly  ascertained,  is  no  impedi- 
ment to  another  suit  against  another  person  who 
may  also  be  liable  for  the  same  demand.  It  is  said, 
indeed,  that  to  a  suit  in  rem^  all  the  world  are  par- 
ties, and  that  a  judgment  therein  is  conclusive.  The 
real  import  of  this  maxim  is  that  all  who  have  an 
interest  in  the  thing  have  a  right  to  make  themselves 
parties,  by  appearing  as  claimants,  or  otherwise  inter- 
vening for  their  interest,  and  that  all  persons  are 
therefore  bound  by  the  decree.  It  is  in  regard  to 
cases  of  municipal  seizure  that  this  doctrine  has  been 
most  frequently  asserted ;  and  in  relation  to  these, 
it  is  true  that  a  judicial  sentence  or  decree,  whether 

(a)  MaUme  ▼•  Tke  Brig  Mary^  1  Peten's  Adm.  PeciBioDS,  139. 
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of  oondemiiation  or  of  aoqtdttal,  is  condiisive,  not  <^^'  ^^• 
only  with  respect  to  the  thing  seized,  but  also  with 
respect  to  the  incidental  rights  and  responsibilities 
of  the  parties  concerned.  If  the  thing  is  condemned 
aa  forfeited,  and  is  sold,  .the  change  of  property  is 
absolute,  and  the  title  of  the  purchaser  is  incontro- 
vertible ;  if  it  is  acquitted  and  restored,  it  cannot,  I 
presume,  be  again  seized  and  proceeded  against  for 
the  same  offence.  An  acquittal  is  conclusive  against 
the  seizmg  officer,  in  an  action  of  trespass  (unless, 
under  our  laws,  he  obtains  a  certificate  of  probable 
cause) ;  and  a  sentence  of  condemnation  is  equally 
conclusive  in  his  favor(a).  In  other  words,  the  judg- 
ment  is  conclusive  upon  the  point  of  forfeiture,  and 
consequently  with  respect  to  the  facts  from  which  it 
results.  This  follows,  indeed,  from  the  nature  of  the 
proceeding,  which  is  strongly  analogous  to  a  criminal 
prosecution*  The  seizure  is  made  in  consequence  of 
a  supposed  violation  of  a  penal  law ;  and  the  suit  is 

(a)  Vide,  inter  dL,  Ran  y.  Himdy,  4  Cranch's  R.,  241 ;  Hudeon  y. 
Ouestier,  4  Cranch,  293;  S.  C,  6  Oranch,  281 ;  WiUiame  y.  Armroyd, 
7  Cnnch,  423 ;  Shewn  y.  Mayberry^  2  Wheaton'a  R.,  1 ;  GekUm  y. 
Hoyt^  3  Wheaton,  246 ;  Roscoe  on  Eyidenoe  in  Ac.  at  N.  P.,  104.  The 
same  principles  are  applied  in  cases  of  capture.  The  doctrine  of  the 
oonclnsiyeness  of  a  sentence  of  a  prize  court,  as  well  foreign  as  domestic, 
not  onlj  witii  respect  to  the  subject  matter  on  which  it  is  pronounced, 
but  also  with  respect  to  the  fiu^  which  it  asserts  as  the  grounds  on 
which  it  proceeds,  was  first  firmly  establislied  in  the  English  courts 
bj  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  Lothian  y.  Hender- 
mm  (3  Bos.  k  PulL,  299).  The  doctrine  has  been  maintained  in  the 
eoorts  of  England,  partioularlj  as  applying  to  cases  of  insurance ;  and 
was  adopted  and  enforced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  early  case  of  Craudson  y.  Leonard,  4  Cranch's  R.,  434.  The 
case  of  Bolton  y.  Gladstone,  5  East's  R.,  155,  furnishes  an  instructiye 
illustraticm  of  its  practical  operation. 

89 


306  ADMIBALTT  FRAGTICB. 

^'■*'  aguQst  the  thing  seized,  as  the  calpable  instroment 
of  the  offisnce.  The  government  is  the  prosecntor, 
and  asserts  a  title  to  the  entire  thing,  in  virtoe  of  a 
forfeiture  aocming  from  the  all^^ed  offence ;  and  the 
question  to  be  determined  is,-  whether  the  charge  is 
true.  As  in  a  criminal  trial  it  is  a  question  of  guilty 
or  not  guUty,  and  the  decision  of  it  ou^l^Vpon 
generalprinciplfe8,tobeequallycondu8iye.  Seisumi 
pure  heM  rest  siibstantially  upon  the  same  footing(a) : 
but  an  action  in  rem^  prosecuted  by  a  private  suitor,  is 
of  a  nature  in  some  respects  essentially  different ;  for 
though,  in  point  of  form,  it  is  against  the  thing,  it  is,  in 
effect,  against  the  owner ;  the  thing  being  arrested, 
and,  miless  bail  be  given,  detained  in  the  custody  of 
the  law,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  affording  the  means 
of  satisfying  the  libellant's  demand,  in  case  it  shall  turn 
out  to  be  well  founded.  It  is  equally  true,  however,  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other,  that  all  persons  claiming 
an  interest  in  the  property  have  a  right  to  become 
parties  in  the  suit ;  and  it  follows,  therefore,  that  if 
a  decree  pass  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  and  the  thing 
be  sold  in  pursuance  of  the  decree,  to  satisfy  his 
demand,  the  purchaser  obtains  an  indefeasible  title : 

(a)  ^  The  decree,"  say  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case  of  GeUfon 
T.  Hoyt  (3  Wheaton's  R.,  246),  '^  acts  upon  the  thing  in  controyersy, 
and  settles  the  title  of  the  property  itself,  the  right  c^  seizore,  and  the 
question  of  forfeiture.  If  its  decree  were  not  binding  upon  all  the 
world,  upon  the  points  which  it  professes  to  decide,  the  consequences 
would  be  most  mischievous  to  the  public.  In  cases  of  condemnation, 
no  good  title  to  the  property  could  be  conveyed,  and  no  justification 
of  the  seizure  could  be  asserted  under  its  protection.  In  case  of  aoqmt* 
tal,  a  new  seizure  might  be  made  by  any  person  toties  quoties  for  the 
same  offence,  and  the  claimant  be  loaded  with  ruinous  costs  and  ex- 
penses.*' 
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and  on  the  other  hand,  a  decree,  upon  the  merits,  in  <^g^'  ^ 
&yor  of  the  claimant,  would  nnqaestionably  be  a  bar 
to  another  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  against 
the  same  property,  in  whosesoever  hands  it  might 
be ;  and  probably  also  to  an  action  in  personam 
against  the  owner :  bnt  beyond  this,  I  can  discern 
no  sufficient  reason  for  ascribing  any  greater  efficacy 
to  a  decree  in  a  soit  in  rem  than  in  personam. 

But  the  familiar  maxim,  that  tbe  whole  world  are 
parties  to  a  suit  in  reni^  and  that  all  persons  are  • 
therefore  bound  by  the  decision,  has  been  solemnly 
adjudged  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  to  be  subject  to  this  most  important  and  just 
limitation:  that  the  phrase,  ^^the  whole  world,^ 
means  only  all  those  persons  who  have  an  interest 
in  the  thing  proceeded  against,  and  as  such  are  en- 
titled to  appear  in  court  and  contest  the  suit  And 
it  was  accordingly  adjudged  that  a  sentence  of  con- 
demnation agdnst  the  vessel  as  enemy's  property, 
and  therefore  lawful  prize,  was  not  binding  on  the 
owner  of  the  cargo ;  but  that  he  was  entitled,  not- 
withjtonding  the  decree,  to  contest  the  validity  of 
the  capture,  by  asserting  the  American  character  of 
the  ve8sel(a).  In  the  masterly  judgment  of  the 
court,  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Mabshall,  he  ob- 
serves, ^The  reason  on  which  this  dictum  stands 
will  determine  its  extent,  Eveiy  person  may  make 
himself  a  party,  and  appeal  from  the  sentence ;  but 
notice  of  the  controversy  is  necessary  in  order  to 
become  a  party,  and  it  is  a  principle  of  natural 

(a)  Tke  Maary,  9  Onnoh'i  R.,  126  (3  Ourtis'i  Dads*  S.  C^  292). 
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▼o^t*  jBJBtice,  of  universal  ol^igatibn,  that  before  the  rights 
of  an  individual  be  bound  by  a  judicial  sentence,  he 
shall  have  notice,  either  actual  or  implied,  of  the 
proceedings  against  him.  Where  these  proceedings 
are  against  the  person,  notice  is  served  personally, 
or  by  publication ;  where  they  are  in  rem^  notice  is 
served  upon  the  thing  itself  This  is  necessarily 
notice  to  all  those  who  have  uny  interest  in  the 
thing,  and  is  reasonable,  because  it  is  necessary,  and 
because  it  is  the  part  of  common  prudence  for  all 
those  wh3  have  any  interest  in  it  to  guard  that  inte- 
rest by  persons  who  are  in  a  situation  to  protect  it. 
Every  person,  therefore,  who  could  assert  any  title 
to  the  Mary  has  constructive  notice  of  her  seizure, 
and  may  fairly  be  considered  as  a  party  to  the  libel ; 
but  those  who  have  no  interest  in  the  vessel,  which 
could  be  asserted  in  a  court  of  admiralty,  have  no 
notice  of  her  seizure,  and  can,  on  no  principle  of 
justice  or  reason,  be  considered  as  parties  in  the 
cause,  so  far  as  respects  the  vessel  When  such  per* 
son  is  brought  before  a  court  in  which  the  fact  is 
examinable,  no  sufficient  reason  is  perceived  for  pre- 
cluding him  from  reexaming  it  The  judgment  of 
a  court  of  common  law,  or  the  decree  of  a  court  of 
equity,  would  under  such  circumstances  be  reezamin- 
able  in  a  court  of  law,  or  a  court  of  equity ;  and  no 
reason  is  discerned  why  the  sentence  of  a  court  of 
admiralty,  under  the  same  circumstances,  should  not 
be  reezaminable  in  a  court  of  admiralty.  This 
reasoning  is  not  at  variance  with  the  decision  that 
the  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty,  con- 
demning a  vessel  or  cargo  as  enemy  property,  is 


» 
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condnsiye  against  the  underwriters,  on  a  policy  in  char"- 
irhich  the  property  is  warranted  to  be  neutral.  It 
is  not  at  variance  with  that  decision,  because  the 
question  of  prize  is  one  of  which  courts  of  law  have 
no  direct  cognizance,  ^nd  because  the  owners  of  the 
vessel  and  cargo  were  parties  to  the  libel  against 
theuL** 

It  is  stated  by  IJPt.  Dxtnlap,  that  in  suits  by  sea- 
men for  wages,  whether  against  the  ship  or  the 
owners,  the  master  is  not  generally  admitted  as  a 
competent  witness  for  the  defence,  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts. He  informs  us,  however,  that  on  the 
authority  of  The  Lady  Anrtj  above  cited,  a  master 
was,  in  that  court,  allowed  to  testify  in  a  peculiar 
case,  to  establish  the  tact^  in  a  suit  for  wages,  that 
the  libeUant  had  been  guilty  of  smuggling  in  a 
foreign  port,  and  that  the  master  had  paid  a  grati- 
fication to  a  custom-house  officer,  in  order  to  prevent 
a  prosecution ;  the  owners  claiming  to  have  the  sum 
so  paid  deducted  from  the  wages  demanded,  and 
offering  security  for  any  sum  that  might  be  re- 
covered(a). 

In  another  case,  in  the  District  Court  for  the 
Pennsylvania  District,  in  which  the  master  was 
offered  and  reject^  as  a  witness,  the  validity  of 
the  defence  depended  on  the  legality  of  the  acts  of 
the  master.  It  was  a  suit  in  rem  for  wages,  in  be- 
half of  the  mate  of  the  ship,  whom  the  master  had 
taken  it  upon  himself  during  the  voyage,  to  displace 

(a)  Pmilap'i^Adm.  Pnctioe,  244. 
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^^^  and  send  before  tlie  inasfc,  for  alleged  negligence 
and  diaobedienoe  of  orders.  The  libellant  claimed 
the  amount  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  him  as  mate, 
and  his  demand  was  resisted  on  the  ground  of  his 
alleged  misconduct  and  degradation.  The  master 
having  been  offered  as  a  witness  to  maintain  tiiis 
defence,  the  judge,  in  refosing  to  permit  him  to  be 
sworn,  referred  to  his  practice  of  rejecting  such 
testimony,  and  added,  as  a  further  reason  for  ad- 
hering to  this  rule,  that^  ^  the  master  is  answerable 
to  the  owners  for  damages  accruing  to  them  by  his 
improper  and  illegal  discharge  of  marineiB(a).^ 

On  this  ground,  as  already  intimated,  a  master 
was  held  to  be  incompetent  by  Judge  Wabb.  It 
was  a  suit  in  rem  for  wages,  in  which  the  owners 
set  forth  in  their  answer,  and  claimed  to  have 
deducted,  several  charges  against  the  libellant. 
The  libellant,  while  at  Matan»w,  was,  by  the  pro> 
curement  of  the  master,  for  some  alleged  misconduct, 
put  in  prison  and  detained  several  days ;  and  among 
the  deductions  claimed,  one  was  the  expenses  of 
this  imprisonment,  and  another  the  expense  of 
hiring  another  hand  to  supply  the  place  of  the 
libellant  while  in  prison.  *^  These  are  expenses," 
said  the  learned  judge^  **  which  the  master  pays, 
and  charges  to  the  owner  among  the  expenses  of 
the  voyage^  It  is  very  certain  that  the  master  can- 
not chai^  the  owner  with  this  expense,  unless  he 
can  show  by  satisfactory  proof  that  the  imprison- 

(a)  7%e  HuntrtMj  1  Peten's  Adm.  Dedrions,  244.  As  to  the 
(XMnpetency  of  a  nuite  who,  b j  the  death  of  the  captain  dtiriog  the 
▼^7*0^  becune  master,  gee  ibid.,  p.  247,  note. 
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ment  was  required  by  the  urgency  of  the  case,  iuid  <"^^' 
called  for  by  the  interest  of  die  owners.  If  it  were 
onnecessary  and  nnjnstifiable,  the  master  would  be 
liable  himself  for  the  expenses  and  all  the  damages 
which  his  own  wrongful  act  had  occasioned,  besides 
being  liable  to  the  seaman  for  his  personal  wron^g. 
The  master  is  introduced  .as  a  witness  to  justify  this 
imprisonment  and  throw  the  expenses  on  the  sear 
man,  and  thus  exonerate  himself  from  his  liability. 
For  this  purpose,  the  master  is  clearly  an  inadmissible 
witne68(a).'' 

Upon  the  general  question  of  the  competency  of 
the  master,  where  the  defence  set  up  does  not 
originate  in  his  own  acts.  Judge  Wjlrb,  referring 
to  the  doctrines  uniformly  acted  upon  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  Pennsylyania  District  during  the 
presidency  of  Judge  Peters,  deemed  it  unnecessary 
to  express  any  opinion.  His  language,  however, 
appears  to  infer  very  serious  doubts  of  the  sound- 
ness of  these  doctrines. 

The  principle  laid  open  and  applied  by  Judge 
Wabb  was  acted  on  in  a  recent  highly  important 
and  instructive  case,  decided  on  appeal  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Ma8sachusetts(d).  It  was  an  action  mperaonam 
on  a^contract  of  affreightment,  against  the  owners 
of  a  steamboat,  to  recover  the  value  of  a  package 
of  bank  notes  delivered  to  the  master  at  Nantucket^ 
to  be  carried  for  reasonable  freight  to  New  Bedford, 

(a)  The  fFiUiam  Harris^  Ware's  K,  367,  871. 
(6)  The  CUizeru^  Bank  v.  The  Nantucket  Steamboat  Company^  2 
Stoo'B  R.,  16. 
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TQ^ft.  and  which  were  lost,  as  it  was  allied,  throogh 
want  of  proper  care.  In  order  to  establish  tJia 
competency  of  the  master  as  a  witness  for  the 
respondents,  they  executed  a  release  to  him  of  all 
liability  to  them  on  account  of  the  subject  matter 
of  the  suit  The  release  was  subjected  to  very 
severe  Bcrutiny(a);  but  no  doubt  seems  to  have 
been  entertained  of  its  necessity,  nor,  admitting  it 
to  have  been  sufficiently  proved,  and  to  be  valid, 
of  its  sufficiency  to  render  the  master  competent. 

These  cases,  it  will  be  seen,  turn  upon  a  principle 
altogether  distinct  from  that  of  the  conclusiveness 
of  a  decree  in  rem^  asserted  by  Judge  Peters  as  the 
ground  on  which  he  held  the  master  to  be  an  incom- 
petent  witness  for  the  owner  in  a  suit  for  wages. 
The  same  principle  is  enforced  in  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law.  Thus  in  an  action  against  an  insurer,  to 
recover  a  loss  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship  and 
goods,  it  appearing  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by 
barratry,  the  captain  of  the  vessel  was  called  by  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  the  barratrous  acts  were 

(a)  The  deposition  of  the  master  had  been  taken ;  and  he  was 
asked,  upon  his  direct  examination  in  behalf  of  the  respondents,  if  he 
had  receiyed  from  them  a  release.  He  answered  that  he  had,  and  pro- 
duced the  paper  and  annexed  it  to  his  answer.  It  being  olgected  that 
•it  ought  nevertheless  to  have  been  proved  by  a  subscribing  witness, 
the  objection  was  held  to  be  untenable.  It  was  further  objected  that 
the  release  could  not  operate  to  discharge  the  master  from  the  damages 
which  might  be  recovered  by  the  Ubellants,  because  it  was  not  a  re- 
lease of  a  present  but  of  a  future  interest,  not  yet  vested  in  the  re- 
leasors. But  it  was  held  that  however  valid  such  an  objection  might 
be  to  a  release  of  future  damages  for  future  acts,  it  was  untenable 
against  a  release  of  future  damages  for  past  acts ;  and  the  objection 
was  overruled. 
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committed  with  the  knowledge  and  by  the  consent  ^'^  •*• 
of  the  owners ;  and  not  having  a  release,  he  was 
held  to  be  incompetent,  on  the  ground  that  if  the 
plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict,  the  defendant  might 
mainfadn  an  action  against  the  master,  the  1098  having 
arrisen  from  his  act(a). 

I  most  not  omit,  however,  here  to  notice  a  case 
in  which  Mr.  Justice  Story  seems,  thongh  with  great 
heeitationi  to  have  adopted  the  views  of  the  subject 
entertained  by  Judge  Fktbbs.  It  was  a  suit  on  a 
bottomry  bond  given  by  the  master  of  the  ship,  for 
moneys  taken  up  at  Calcutta  for  repairs.  The  de^ 
fence  was  that  the  repairs  were  unnecessary ;  and, 
at  'the  hearing,  the  deposition  of  the  master  being 
oflbred  in  evidence  by  the  libellwt,  to  prove  the 
necessity  of  the  repairs  in  question,  it  was  object^ 
to  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondents,  on  the  ground 
of  the  incompetency  of  the  master. 

In  this  case,  it  will  be  perceived,  the  master  was 
called  to  testify  against  the  owners,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  dierproving  the  defence  set  up  by  them,  where, 
in  the  event  of  their  success,  he  would  himself  be 
p^Bonally  responsible  to  the  libellant.  He  had, 
therefore,  a  direct  interest  iu  the  event  of  the  suit^ 
under  this  aspect^  inasmuch  as  his  evidence  would 
tend  to  his  own  ezonerati(m ;  but  on  the  other  hand, 

(a)  Bird  r.  Tkomp$an,  I  EapiiiMse's  N.  P.  R.,  339.  Lord  Kxir- 
Tov,  before  whom  the  cftuse  wm  tried,  said,  thftt ''  though  he  knew  of 
no  action  of  that  sort  ever  having  been  brought,  yet  he  conceiyed  that 
whererer  a  man  acted  contrary  to  his  duty,  whereby  another  receiyed 
a  damage,  or  was  rendered  responsible  or  liable  to  damages,  he  might 
maintain  an  action  ex  Mieto  against  the  person  who  had  so  subjected 
hhn/^ 
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Tot^t.  if  }ie  had  abased  his  trust  as  the  agent  of  his  owner, 
and  thereby  subjected  him  to  loss,  he  would,  npon 
general  principles,  be  responsible  therefor  to  the 
owner. 

The  question  then  was,  Mr.  Justice  Stoby  said, 
whether  he  istood  indifferent  from  an  opposing  inte- 
rest ;  and  this  depended  on  the  question,  whether 
a  decree  affirming  the  vaUdity  of  the  bond  would 
be  conclusive  in  his  fiayor,  as  to  the  necessity  of  the 
repairs,  in  a  suit  brought  against  him  by  the  owner. 
The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  it  would, 
npon  the  grounds :  1,  that  a  decree  iai  rem^  aa  to  the 
point  directly  decided  in  it  (as  that  of  the  necessily 
of  repairs  must  be  in  the  case  before  him),  is  con- 
clusive in  all  other  cases ;  and,  2,  that  in  order  to 
found  his  claim  against  the  master  for  loss  and 
damage,  the  owner  would  be  obliged  to  produce 
the  proceedings  and  decree  in  admiralty,  which, 
when  produced,  would  be  evidence  not  merely  of 
the  fact  of  the  decree  of  sale,  but  also  of  the  validity 
of  the  bottomry  bond,  and  of  .course  of  the  necessity 
of  the  repairs. 

In  support  of  these  propositions,  he  cited  two  of 
the  cases(a)  above  referred  to  of  forfeiture,  and  the 
cases  decided  by  Judge  Petkbs.  He  also  cited  and 
relied  upon  the  case  of  The  Moeter^  decided  in  the 
English  admiralty,  under  (as  already  shown)  an 
entire  misapprehension  of  its  real  import,  and  con- 
trary to  what  appears  to  have  been  the  impression 

(a)  Rote  Y.  Hvindyy  4  Onoch'a  R.,  241  (2  OurtiB's  DecU.  8.  C, 
87}  5  GtUUm  y.  Hoyi^  3  Whe^ton's  B.,  246  (4  Curtia's  Decis.  S.  C, 
211). 
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of  Lord  Stowell,  and  the  comiBel  by  whom  it  was  ™f^-»- 
argued.  Bat  after  thus  asserting  the  conclusiveness 
of  the  decree  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  repairs,  as 
evidence  for  the  master  in  a  L  brooght^gLst 
him  by  the  owners,  he  subsequently  observes :  ^  I 
do  not  say  that  it  is  conclusive ;  that  is  not  necessary 
to  say  in  the  point  of  view  in  which  I  am  now  look, 
ing  to  the  case.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  he  prima  facie 
evidence  in  the  case,  in  favor  of  the  master.  If  it 
be  the  latter  only,  can  he  be  a  witness,  thus  to  create 
evidence  in  his  own  favor  in  such  a  suit  ?  I  think 
not.  But  if  it  be  evidence  at  all  in  such  a  suit  (and 
that  it  is,  cannot  be  doubted),  then  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  must  be  conclusive  as  to  the  very  hinge  of 
the  controversy.'^  After  adverting  to  certain  cases 
at  common  law(a),  cited  at  the  bar  by  the  counsel 
for  the  respondent,  to  which  he  conce  de  the  diffi* 
culty  of  giving  a  satisfactory  answer,  he  concludes 
as  follows :  ^If  these  cases  are  not  reconcilable  with 
the  principles  which  I  have  already  stated,  I  shall 
still  adhere  (at  present)  to  the  doctrine  that,  in  pro" 
ceedings  in  rem^  turning  upon  the  very  point  of  the 
necessity  of  the  repairs,  the  mastw  is  not  a  competent 
witness.  At  the  same  time,  I  am  ready  to  confess 
that  I  am  not  confident  that  this  opinion  rests  upon 
grounds  so  clear,  that  it  ought  not  to  yield  to  a 
settled  course  of  practice ;  and  I  greatiy  fear  that 
there  is  no  authority  which  directiy  sustains  it" 
An  examination  of  the  positions  of  this  decision^ 

(a)  E9an$  ▼.  Williams,  7  Term  It,  481,  note ;  MUward  t.  RaUet^ 
2  Oeines't  R.,  77;  Rock&r'w.  Biuher^  1  Starkie's  IL,  27. 


318  ADIORALTT  PRACTIOS. 

▼oK|^t.  sufficiently  foil  to  be  satiefactory  or  oBefiil,  wonld 
require  an  extent  of  space  whidi  cannot  with  pro* 
priety  be  here  devoted  to  tiie  purpose^  and  they 
must  be  lefb  therefore  to  the  considerati<Hi  and 
judgment  of  the  reader.  For  having  already  dwelt 
afc  so  mnch  length  npqn  the  question  of  the  master's 
competency  as  a  witness  in  suits  in  rem  to  which 
his  owners  are  parties^  I  trust  the  practical  impor- 
tance of  the  subject,  and  the  uncertainty  in  which 
it  is  to  some  extent  involved,  will  be  deemed  a 
sufficient  apology.  Perhaps  it  would  be  safe  to 
conclude,  that  when  the  ease  involves  the  legality 
or  propriety  of  the  master's  conduct,  so  that  in  the 
event  of  a  recovery  die  mBSber  would  consequently 
be  responsible  to  the  owner,  a  release  from  the 
owner  is  necessary ;  and  that  in  other  cases,  unless 
the  master  is  to  be  excluded  upon  some  ground  of 
supposed  expediency*  peculiar  to  the  American 
coorte  of  admiralty,  his  evidence  is  admissible.  «ib. 
ject  to  the  jealous  scrutiny  of  the  courts 
Md^  The  question  has  been  agitated  in  the  American 
jj^jj;^  courts  of  admiralty,  whether  mariners  who  have 
^^  engaged  in  the  same  voyage  out  of  which  the  suit 
arises,  and  who  have  acommon  interest  in  thepomt 
in  contest,  are  competent  witnesses  for  each  other. 
It  was  held  by  Judge  Peiebs  that  they  were  not 
In  a  case  which  came  before  him  in  1805,  he  said 
that,  on  the  point  of  admitting  seamen  to  be  witr 
nesses  for  each  other^  it  was  settled  in  that  court 
that  one  seaman  cannot  be  witness  for  another,  if 
the  witness  and  the  party  have  a  common  interest 


EVIDENCE.  SIT 

in  the  point  in  conteBt(a).  Bat  in  an  early  case  ^"^:^*' 
before  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  he  decided,  upon  a  foil 
examination  and  discnssion  of  this  question,  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  reason,  founded  either  in  au^ 
thority  or  justice,  for  departing  ftom  the  common 
law  rule,  which  e^ludes  a  witness  on  the  ground 
of  interest  only  when  he  has  a  direct  interest  in  the 
event  of  the  suit,  and  regards  an  interest  in  the 
question  as  an  objection  going  to  the  credit  only, 
and  not  to  the  competency  of  tihe  witne8s(&).  The 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  &ok  is  beUeved 
to  be  now  generally  acquiesced  in« 

It  has  been  stated  in  an  antecedent  chapter,  that  ^iH^i^ 
seamen  suing  for  wages  earned  on  the  same  voyage,  Sr^SSST 
are  required,  by  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  govern*  Ssdnui» 
ment  and  regulation  of  seamen  in  the  merehant  ^i^ 
service,  to  join  in  one  and  the  same  action.    The 
contracts  entered  into  by  the*  several  persons  res- 
pectively,   composing  the    crew  of   a  ship,    and 
evidenced  by  the  shipping  articles,  are  nevertheless 
whoUy  distinct,  insomuch  that  at  common  law  they 
cannot  maintain  a  joint  action  for  wages,  and  we 
ocmipetent  witnesses  for  each  other;  and  even  in 
the  admiralty,  the  joint  suit  is  treated  throughout 

(a)  Thtmpmm  t.  l%e  FhUaddpkiOi  1  Petera's  Adm*  DediioiM, 
210.  NeTertheless  the  defence  in  that  caee,  which  was  a  suit  for 
wages,  heing  that  the  lihellant  had  fidled  to  render  himself  on  hoard 
at  the  appointed  hoar,  another  seaman  who  stood  charged  on  the  lo^ 
book  iHth'  some  delinqoeni^,  and  who  also  had  a  like  ooatroveMjr 
with  the  owners,  was  admitted  as  a  witness  to  proye  a  special  indol- 
gence  giyen  by  the  master  to  the  lihellant  indiridusllj,  beyond  the 
hour  named  in  the  shipping  articles. 

(b)  Spurr  r.  Peaarmm^  1  Mason's  R.,  104. 
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y<nM%.  ||g  \yxA  the  joinder  of  distinct  causes  of  action,  pro- 
secuted by  distinct  parties,  and  to  be  severally 
adjudicated  according  to  their  respective  merits. 
It  has  been  supposed,  therefore,  by  a  learned 
writer,  and,  it  must  be  conceded,  with  no  slight 
appearance  of  reason  and  justice,  that  the  compe- 
tency of  mariners  to  be  witnesses  for  each  other 
ought  not  to  be  affected  by  their  joinder  as  co-libel- 
lants ;  and  it  is  stated  by  the  same  writer  to  have 
been  the  practice  in  the  District  CSourt  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts  to  obtain 
permission  of  the  court,  in  suits  for  wages,  to  strike 
out  from  the  libel,  or  to  omit  in  instituting  the 
suit,  those  parties  whose  testimony  may  be  re* 
quired  (a).  This,  of  coune,  can  only  be  done  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  apparant  anomaly  of 
permitting  a  party  to  the  record  to  become  a  wil. 
ness  in  the  suit;  and  as  the  practice  affords  no 
security  against  falsehood,  and  is  mweo ver  at  variance 
with  the  act,  it  may  be  worthy  of  consideration 
whether  it  would  not  be  preferable  to  omit  it,  and 
receive  the  testimony  notwithstanding. 
Baopietory  By  thc  aDcieut  civil  law,  proof  was  distinguished 
v^f'  into  full  and  half  proof — plen<i  probation  tsiA  pro- 
batto  eemiplena.  "  Full  proof,"  says  Bbownb,  "  con* 
sisted  in  confessions,  testimony  of  witnesses,  public 
written  instruments  and  deeds,  oaths  and  presump- 
tions. The  prdbatio  semiplena  was  made  by  one 
witness,  by  private  books  of  account^  by  commcm 
fisime,  and    by  comparison  of  handwriting.    The 

(a)  Sm  Dunlap's  Adm.  PrmctiM,  239. 
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conjnnetion  of  two  half  proofs,  of  course,  produced  o^af.  w. 
9k  plena  probeUio.  Oaths  were -yo^wwtory,  necessary^ 
and  judicial :  the  first  requires  no  explanation ;  the 
second  was  impoBed  by  the  judge  upon  one  party 
at  the  request  of  the  other,  the  latter  agreeing  to 
be  determined  by  it,  L  e.,  the  plaintiff  or  defendant 
said,  I  will  give  up  the  point  if  my  opponent  will 
swear  to  his  cause  of  action :  but  this,  as  I  have 
observed,  is  totally  unlike  a  special  personal  answer. 
Judicial  oaths  were  imposed  by  the  judge,  of  his 
own  mere  motion.  The  last  comprehended  the 
e^ippletory^  administered  to  him  who  had  made  but 
half  proof;  and  the  pwtgatory^  to  him  against  ' 
whom  presumptions  and  circumstance  militated* 
Though  a  single  witness  made  but  an  half  proofi 
yet  there  were  exceptions  to  this  general  rule ;  as  if, 
in  cases  of  great  difficulty,  no  other  evidence  could 
possibly  be  had,  or  in  unimportant  causes,  or  where 
the  witness  was  of  very  extraordinary  rank  or 
character:  and,  on  the  other  hand,  sometimes  a 
private  writing  was  no  evidence  at  all,  as,  for 
instance,  on  behalf  of  the  writer  or  party  himself, 
unless  produced  by  his  adversary ;  though  now,  says 
Hbutbooius,  vd$  Germany,  a  merchant's  books  of 
accounts  rightly  Mid  duly  kept,  authenticated  and 
produced,  shall  entitle  him  to  have  the  suppletory 
oath  administered  to  him:  and  in  general,  where 
half  proof  has  been  made,  the  suppletory  oath,  or 
oath  of  the  party,  is  to  be  superadded  to  make  ftill 
proof(a)" 

(a)  2  Browne's  Oir.  and  Adm.  Law,  370,  383,  384, 385,  386.    See 
also  Gierke's  Adm.  Praxis,  tit  47,  and  additions  thereto  by  Hall,  p.  93. 
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voi^t-  j^  practice  similar  to  that  here  described,  of  ad* 
mitting  the  party  to  his  snppletory  oath,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  a  deficiency  of  his  evidence 
almndej  was  introduced  many  years  ago,  in  regard 
to  one  description  of  suits,  into  the  courts  of  the 
State  of  New-York,  by  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State,  asserting  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  book 
account^  under  certain  limitations,  to  swear  to  the 
truth  of  his  charges  against  the  defendant.  A 
similar  practice  is  understood  also  to  prevail  in  seve- 
ral of  the  other  states;  and  it  is  stated  by  Mr. 
DuNiiAP  to  be  the  constant  practice  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, to  receive  the  oath  of  a  party  in  support 
of  his  book  chargeB(a).  This  rule  was  recognized 
also  in  a  case  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maine ;  and  it  was  held 
that  charges  made  by  the  master  against  a  seaman, 
for  advances  in  the  course  of  the  voyage,  might 
accordingly  be  verified  by  the  suppletory  oath  of 
the  master(5). 
1^;!^^  It  not  unfrequently  happens  that,  from  abundant 
amhuttoL'  caution,  witnesses  are  examined  de  bene  es^e^  whom 
it  is  intended  nevertheless  to  produce,  and  who  are 
in  fact  produced  at  the  hearing,  to  testify  orally ;  and 
it  may  not,  on  this  account^  be  a  useless  precaution 
to  surest  the  expediency,  whenever  in  such  cases 
it  is  apprehended  that  a  release  may  be  necessary, 

(a)  Duiili{>'8  Adm.  Practice,  287. 

(6)  The  David  FraU^  Wage's  R.,  495,  505. 
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of  having  it  giyen  before  the  examination  of  the  <^^^^^ 
witness  de  bene  ease^  although  no  objection  to  his 
competency  shonl'd  then  be*made ;  for  when  a  wit- 
ness has  testified  in  the  canse  withont  a  release,  it 
may  at  least  be  questionable  whether  a  subsequent 
release  ought  to  be  deemed  sufficient  to  render  him 
competent  to  testify  anew*  Depositions,  moreover, 
are  often  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  adverse  party ; 
and  though  he  be  present,  he  may  not  be  apprised 
of  the  interest  of  the  witness:  in  which  cases,  he 
will  be  entitled  at  the  hearing  to  object  to  the  read- 
ing of  the  deposition ;  and  for  this  reason,  also,  it 
may  be  advisable  to  release  the  witness  beforehand. 

in.  DoomoBir^t  Evidxnos. 

The  principles  which  regulate  and  determine 
the  competency,  the  authentication  and  the  effect 
of  written  evidence  in  courts  of  admiralty,  being 
essentially  the  same  as  those  which  prevail  in  other 
conrta,  any  general  diBquidtion  upon  the  subject 
would  be  unsuitable  in  this  place  —  a  summary 
notice  of  a  few  particulars  being  all  that  the 
occanon  requires. 

The  several  istates  of  the  American  Union  being,  ^^'•<<j^^ 
as  Buch^  independent  and  foreign  with  respect  to  S^^Sr 
each  other,  it  was  deemed  necessary  by  the  framers      ^ 
of  the  Ck>nstitution  of  the  United  States  to  guard 
against  the  inconveniences  likely  to  result  from  this 
relation,  in  judidal  proceedings,  by  ordaining  that 
^  Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state 
to  the  public  acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings 
of  every  other  state  f  and  empowering  Congress, 
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ToiL^s.  ^by  general  laws,**  to  "prescribe  the  manner  in  which 
such  acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings  shall  be 
proved,  and  the  effect  thereofl(a)." 

In  pnrsnance  of  this  authority,  it  was,  at  the  second 
session  of  Congress,  enacted,  "  That  the  acts  of  the 
legislatures  of  the  several  states  shall  be  authenti- 
cated by  having  the  seal  of  their  respective  states 
affixed  thereto :  That  the  records  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings of  ike  courts  of  any  state  shall  be  proved 
or  admitted^  in  any  other  court  within  the  United 
States,  by  attestation  of  the  clerk  and  the  seal  of 
the  court  annexed,  if  there  be  a  seal ;  together  with 
a  certificate  of  the  judge,  chief  justice  or  presiding 
magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the  said  attesta- 
tion is  in  due  form.  An^  the  said  record  and  judi- 
cial proceedings,  authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall 
have  such  faith  and  credit  given  to  them  in  every 
court  within  the  United  States,  as  they  have  by  law 
or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  whence  the 
said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken(d).^ 

And,  by  a  supplemental  act,  it  is  further  enacted, 
.  "  That  all  records  and  exemplifications  of  office  books, 
which  are  or  may  be  kept  in  any  public  office  of  any 
state,  not  appertaining  to  a  court^  shall  be  proved 
or  admitted  in  any  court  or  office  in  any  other  state, 
by  the  attestation  of  the  keeper  of  the  said  records 
or  books,  and  the  seal  of  his  office  thereto  annexed, 
if  there  be  a  seal ;  together  with  a  certificate  of  the 
presiding  justice  of  the  court  of  the  county  or  district, 
as  the  case  may  be,  in  which  such  office  is  or  may 

(a)  Ooastitixtiofn,  art  4,  { 1. 

lb)  Act  of  Maj  26, 1790,  ch.  11 ;  1  Stat,  at  Laige,  122.  . 
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be  kept ;  or  of  the  governor,  the  secretary  of  state,  otap.io. 
the  chancellor  or  keeper  of  the  great  seal  of  the 
state,  that  the  said  attestation  is  in  due  .form,  and 
by  the  proper  officer ;  and  the  said  certificate,  if 
given  by  the  presiding  justice  of  the  court,  shall  be 
fftrther  authenticated  by  the  clerk  or  prothonotary 
of  the  said  courts  who  shall  certify,  under  his  hand 
and  the  seal  of  his  office,  that  the  said  presiding 
justice  is  duly  commissioned  and  qualified;  or  if 
the,  said  certificate  be  given  by  the  governor,  the 
secretary  of  state,  the  chancellor  or  keeper  of  the 
great  seal,  it  shall  be  under  the  seal  of  the  state  in 
which  such  certificate  is  made.  And  the  said  records 
and  exemplifications,  authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  , 

have  such  faith  and  credit  given  to  them,  in  every 
court  and  office  within  the  United  States,  as  they 
have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  or  offices  of  the 
state  from  whence  the  same  shall  be  taken."  And 
it  is,  by  the  same  act^  further  declared  ^'  That  all  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  the  act  to  which  this  is  a 
supplement,  shall  apply  as  well  to  the  public  acts^ 
records,  office  books,  judicial  proceedings,  courts  and 
offices  of  the  respective  territories  of  the  United 
States,  as  to  the  public  acts,  records,  office  books, 
judicial  proceedings,  courts  and  offices  of  the  several 
8tate8(<z).'' 

L^slative  acts  are  sufficiently  authenticated  by  \3^^ 
having  the  seal  of  the  state  affixed  to  the  copies 
thereof,  no  other  formality  being  required  by  the 
statute ;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  to  the  con- 

(a)  Act  of  liaich  27, 1804^  ch.  56;  2  SUt  at  Luge,  298. 
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Yoi^i.  trary,  the  seal  will  be  preeumed  toLwe  been  affixed 
by  an  officer  havuig  tbe  custody  thereoi^  and  haviDg 
competeot  authority  to  do  the  a0t(a). 
ISSS^^  In  authenticating  the  records  and  judicial  proceed* 
ings  of  a  state  court,  the  directions  of  the  act  are  to 
be  strietly  pursued ;  and  a  certificate  from  the  pre- 
siding judge,  that  the  person  whose  name  is  signed 
to  the  attestation  is  clerk  of  the  courts  and  that  the 
signature  is  hia  proper  handwriting,  without  statii^ 
that  the  attestation  is  in  due  fornix  has  accordingly 
been  held  insufficient(i) ;  but  whatever  may  be 
the  form  of  the  attestation,  the  required  certificate, 
that  it  is  in  due  form,  is  condufliye  evidence  that 
it  is  so(^). 
Si3?<?*  With  respect  to  the  force  and  effect  of  a  judg^ 
{^Hr^Mrti  m^it  rendered  in  one  state,  in  the  courts  of  other 

oTotlMr 

states,  it  has  been  a  vexed  question  whetiier  the 
judgment  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  foreign  judgment, 
and  so  inconclusive ;  or  as  a  domestic  judgment^  and, 
as  such,  eondnsive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties: 
but  after  much  controversy,  this  question  has  long 
been  settled.  The  Constitution,  in  conformity  with 
a  principle  of  the  comm<»i  law,  founded  in  comity^ 
secures  the  admissibility  of  such  records  as  evid^ice, 
but  leaves  it  to  Congress  to  prescribe,  first,  the  te^ 
of  their  genuineness ;  and^  secondly,  their  l^;al  effect 

(a)  7%e  TJnitieA  States  ▼.  Amedyi  11  Wheaton's  B.,  202  <6  CartiB't 
Deds.  S.  0.,  638). 

(by  Drumnumd^B  Administrators  ▼.  Magntder  if  C6?s  TrusteeSy 
9  Oituich'6  R.,  222  (3  CurtiB'fl  Deds.  S.  0.,  290). 

(c)  Ferguson  ▼•  Harwood^  7  Onmch's  R.,  408  (2  Oartia'a  Deds.  S. 
C,  696). 


\» 
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as  eTtdenea  Congress  liais  ezeroised  this  power ;  <®^  "• 
and,  in  r^ard  to  the  latter  branch  of  it^  have  made 
a  duly  authenticated  record^-out  of  its  proper  state, 
equivalent  to  the  record,  in  its  proper  state.  It  is 
therefore  evidence  of  the  highest  nature,  viz.,  record 
evidence,  and  not  to  be  contradicted  but  by  a  plea 
of  nvl  tid  reoord.  Not  that  a  record  thus  authenti* 
cated  19  held  to  be  absolutely,  and  under  iEdl  circum- 
stances, conclusive,  so  as  in  aU  cases  neoessarily  to 
preclude  every  other  plea ;  for  this  would  be  to  ^  ve 
it  an  efficacy  superior  to  what  the  original  would  pos- 
sess in  tiie  state  where  the  judgmait  was  pronounced ; 
but  the  prinoiple  established  is,  that  the  record  of  a 
judgment  of  a  state  court,  duly  authenticated,  shall 
have  the  same  credit^  viJidity  and  effect « — and  tii^at 
the  same  {deas  in  a  suit  on  it,  and  nonfi  others,  would 
b0  good — in  the  courts  of  every  other  state,  as  m 
the  courts  of  the  state  where  it  is  rendered.  The 
proper  inquiry,  therefore,  in  every  case,  is,  what 
would  be  the  eflfect  of  the  record  in  that  state(a). 

The  constitutional  and  legislative  provisions  in 
question  are  not,  however,  to  be  understood  as  im- 
pomng  any  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the  states 
to  legislate  irpon  the  remedy  in  suitd^  on  the  judg- 
ments of  other  states,  except  so  fSar  as  the  merits  of 
the  original  suit  are  concerned.  The  judgment  is 
to  be  regarded  as  a  debt  of  record,  not  examinable 

(a)  Mm  T.  Dwjeej  7  Onndi's  B.,  481  (2  OortiB's  Beds.  S.  a, 
631) ;  Hampton  r.  M'Conndj  3  Wheaton's  R.,  234  (4  Gurtis's  Decis. 
S.  C,  207) ;  Mayhev)  r.  Thatcher,  6  Wheaton's  R.^  129  (5  CnrtiB's 
DteiB.  S.  a,  3);  Hopkina  t.  Lee^  6  Wheaton's  B.,  109  (Ourtis's 
Deds.  S.  0.,  26). 
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▼^s-  on  the  merits;  but  in  other  respectB,  it  is  subject  to 
the  Im  fori.  And  therefore  in  an  action  institated 
in  one  state  on  a  jadgment  obtained  in  another,  a 
statute  of  limitations  to  suits  oa  judgments  of  the 
former  state  may  be  pleaded(a)« 
M^iiT^  Copies  of  records  and  papers  in  the  office  of  the 
vtlmJStuT  secretary  of  state,  authenticated  under  the  seal  of 

of  Mate.  ^  ' 

office  for  that  department^  are  ^^  evidence  equally  as 
the  original  record  or  paper(i).'' 

For  the  purpose  of  guarding  and  protecting  the 
rights  and  interests  of  that  numerous  class  of  our 
citizens  who  are  employed  in  the  prosecution  of 
foreign  commerce,  this  country  has  adopted  the 
practice  pursued  by  all  commercial  nations^  of 
appointing  consuls,  YiceHX>nsuls,  or  other  commercial 
agents,  at  the  principal  seaports  of  those  countries 
to  which  our  maritime  trade  extends.  The  powers, 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  these  functionaries  are 
defined  by  statute,  and  in  some  instances  by  recipro- 
cal treaty  stipulations.  fVom  the  nature  of  their 
functions,  they  not  unfrequently  become  officially 
concerned  in  transactions  which  give  rise  to  litiga- 
tion in  our  courts  of  admiralty ;  and  hence  the  pro- 
priety of  noticing  them  in  this  place,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  in  what  cases  their  certificates,  under 
their  seal  of  office,  are  to  be  received  as  evidence  of 
the  facts  therein  stated* 

By  an  act  paased  soon  after  the  organization  of 
the  government,  the  consuls  and  vice-consuls  of  the 

(a)  M^ELm&yle  ▼.  Cohen^  13  Peten's  B.,  312  (13  Curtis's  DeciB. 
S.  a,  169). 

(b)  Act  of  September  15, 1789,  ch.  14,  $  5 ;  1  Stat  at  Large,  68. 
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United  States  are  empowered,  in  the  ports  or  places  cha^m. 
to  which  they  are  severally  appointed,  to  receive 
any  protests  or  declarations  which  such  captains, 
masters,  passengers  and  merchants,  as  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  may  choose  to  make,  and  ^hose 
also  of  foreigners  relative  to  the  personal  interest  of 
any  citizens  of  the  United  States ;  and  the  act  JSSST  "^ 
declares  that  the  copies  of  sndi  protests  and  decla* 
rations,  dnly  authenticated  under  the  consular  seal, 
shall  receive  faith  in  law  equally  as  their  originals 
would  in  all  courts^of  the  United  States(a), 

By  a  supplemental  act,  the  master  of  every  vessel, 
bound  on  a  foreign  voyage,  is  required  to  deliver  to 
the  collector  of  the  port  of  departure  a  descriptive 
list  of  the  persons  composing  the  ship's  company, 
and  to  give  a  bond  obligating  himself  to  exhibit  a 
certified  copy  thereof  to  the  first  boarding  officer 
on  the  return  of  the  vessel  to  this  country,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  produce  the  persons  described  in 
such  list ;  and  the  act  provides  that  the  bond  shaU  J^nT^ 
not  be  forfeited  on  account  of  the  non-production  SSSdl^^'of 


bowddartl- 


of  any  seaman  who  may  have  been  discharged  in  a 
foreign  country,  with  the  consent  of  the  resident 
consul  signified  under  his  hand  and  official  seal. 

This  act  aibo  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  consuls,  or  And  or^ 
other  commercial  agents  of  the  United  States,  to  ^^e^ 
send  home,  and  it  enjoins  it  on  the  masters   of  tmo 
American  vessels,  under  a  penalty  for  refusal,  to 
receive  on  board,  American  seamen  found  destitute 
in  foreign  ports ;  and  the  certificate  of  the  consul, 

(a)  Act  of  April  14^  1792,  ch.  24,  $  2;  1  Stat,  at  Large,  254 
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Y^i.    given  under  his  Iiand*and  official  seal,  is  by  the  act 
declared  to  he  prima  fade  evidence  of  sach  refosal, 
in  any  court  of  law,  for  the  recovery  of  the  penally  (a). 
In  the  above  mentioned  cases^   therefore,  the 
certificate  of  a  consul,  under  his  seal  of  office,  is 
made  evidence  by  statute ;  bnt  the  question  remaius, 
whether  in  any,  and,  if  so,  in  what  cases,  such 
certificate  is  to  be  received  as  evidence,  unless  ex- 
pressly declared  to  be  so  by  law ;  and  this  question, 
both  in  our  own  and  in  tibe  English  courts,  has 
proved  an  embarrassing  cme. 
§12^         In  an  action  in  the  English  Common  Pleaa^  on  a 
^m^mA    policy  of  insurance  on  goods  at  and  from  London 

•moant  of 

to  Rio  Janeiro,  it  appeared  that  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion, having  been  damaged  apparently  by  sea  water, 
were  sold,  on  their  arrival  at  the  place  of  destinaticm, 
by  the  British  vice-consul  there,  in  pursuance  of 
the  law  of  the  country  authorizing  and  requiring 

absentees ;  and  upcm  the  trial,  his  certificate  of  the 
amount  for  which  the  goods  were  sold,  was  offered 
and  admitted  in  evidence  to  prove  the  amount  of 
the  loss.  But  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  cer- 
tificate was  held  to  have  been  improperly  admitted ; 
Sir  Jamss  Maistsfiel]),  Ch.  J.,  before  whom  the 
cause  had  been  tried,  observing,  that  he  thought  at 
the  trial  it  was  very  difficult  to  bring  the  certificate 
within  any  head  of  evidence.  It  was  somewhat 
axialogous  to  the  proceedings  of  courts  and  other 
pubUc  functionaries ;  but  he  knew  of  no  instanoi  of 

(a)  Act  of  Febnuuy  28, 1803,  ch.  9,  §§  1, 4;  2  Stat  at  Lai^e,  203. 
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«acli  a  certificate  being  received.    It  came  nearest  ^f£:  ^^ 
to  foreign  judgments,  but  these  were  received  under 
the  seals  of  the  courts,  and  a  vice-consnl  was  not  a 
judicial  officer(^). 

In  an  early  case  in  our  own  courts,  of  a  suit  on  SSSSSSb 
two  policies  of  insurance  on  the  cargo  of  the  brigan-  of  nid^ 
tine  Aurora,  at  and  from  New-York  to  Portuguese  SS^lLb. 
porte  on  the  coast  of  BrazU ;  it  having  been  stipula- 
ted,  by  a  meinorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  policies, 
that  the  underwriters  should  not  be  liable  for  any 
loss  resulting  from  ilUcit  trade  with  the  {Portuguese, 
the  di£mdants  offered  in  evidence  two  several 
certificates  of  the  American  consul  at  the  city  of 
Lisbon,  the  one  to  prove  the  existence  of  certain 
laws  of  Portugal  prohibiting  foreign  vessels  from 
entering  the  ports  of  Portuguese  provinces ;  and 
the  other  to  verify  a  translation  of  a  sentence  of 
condemnation,  by  the  governor  of  the  capital  of 
Para,  against  the  Aurora  and  her  cargo,  certified 
to  the  Portuguese  secretary  of  state.  These  certifi- 
cates were  admitted  as  evidence  at  the  trial  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States ;  but  on  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court,  this  evidence  was 
held  to  be  inadmissible,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  was  reversed  upon  that  ground(&). 

(a)  Woldron  ▼.  Coombey  3  Taunton's  R.,  162. 

(6)  Oiurch  T.  Hubbert,  2  Oranch's  K,  1S6  (1  Curtis's  Decis.  S.  0.^ 
470).  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Oourt  upon  this  point,  deliVered 
by  Oh.  J.  Marshall,  comprising  as  it  does  an  authoritatiye  exposition 
of  ihm  law  relative  to  the  mode  of  authenticating  both  foreign  laws  and 
foreign  judgments,  no  apology  will,  I  trust,  be  thou^t  necessary  for 
subjoining  the  following  extended  extract  from  it: 

"  To  prove  that  the  Aurora  and  her  cargo  were  sequestered  at  Para, 
in  ocmibrmitj  with  the  laws  of  Portugal,  two  edicts  and  the  Judgment 

42 
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In  a  case,  also  of  msnrance,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
S»M^      of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 

jDdleUl  pro- 

•-^'-«-     New -York,  agreeably  to  the  principles  laid  down 
by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  last  cited  (of 

^f  sequestration  bare  heea  produced  by  tbe  defendants  in  the  drcait 
court.  These  documents  were  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  not  properij  authenticated ;  but  the  objection  was  oyemiled,  and 
the  judges  permitted  them  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  edicts  of  the  Crown 
are  certified  by  the  American  consul  at  Lisbon  to  be  copies  from  the 
original  law  of  the  realm,  and  this  certificate  is  granted  under  his  offi- 
cial seal.  Foreign  Jaws  are  well  understood  to  be  facts  which  must, 
like  other  facts,  be  proyed  to  exist  before  they  can  be  receiyed  in  a 
court  of  justice.  The  principle  that  tbe  best  eyidence  shall  be  required 
which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits  of^  or,  in  other  words,  that  no 
testimony  shall  be  receiyed  which  presupposes  better  testimony  attain- 
able by  the  party  who  ofiers  it,  applies  to  foreign  laws  as  it  does  to  all 
other  facts.  The  sanction  of  an  oath  is  required  for  their  establishment, 
unless  they  can  be  yerifled  by  some  other  such  high  authority  that  the 
law  respects  it  not  less -than  the  oath  of  an  indiyiduaL  In  this  case, 
the  edicts  produced  are  not  yerified  by  an  oath.  The  consul  has  not 
sworn;  he  has  only  certified  that  they  are  truly  copied  from  the 
originals.  To  giye  to  this  certificate  the  force  of  testimony,  it  will 
be  necessary 'to  show  that  this  is  one  of  those  consular  functions,  to 
which,  to  use  his  own  language,  the  laws  of  this  country  attadi  full 
credit.  Consuls,  it  is  said,  are  officers  known  to  the  laws  of  nations, 
and  are  entrusted  with  high  powers.  This  is  yery  true ;  but  tbey  do 
not  i^pear  to  be  entrusted  with  the  power  of  authenticating  the  laws 
of  foreign  nations.  They  are  not  keepers  of  those  laws :  they  can 
grant  no  official  copies  of  them.  There  appears  no  reason  for  asfligniog 
to  their  certificate,  respecting  a  foreign  law,  any  higher  or  different 
degree  of  credit  than  would  be  assigned  to  their  certificates  of  any 
other  feet.  It  is  yery  truly  stated,  that  to  require,  respecting  laws  or 
other  transactions  in  foreign  countries,  that  spedes  of  testimony  which 
their  institutions  and  usages  do  not  admit  of^  would  be  uiyust  and  nn- 
reasonable.  The  court  will  neyer  require  such  testimony.  In  this,  as 
in  other'  cases,  no  testimony  will  be  required  which  \»  shown  to  be 
unattainable ;  but  no  ciyilized  nation  will  be  presumed  to  refuse  those 
acts  for  authenticating  instruments  which  are  usual,  and  which  are 
deemed  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice.    It  caxmot  be  presumed 
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which,  however,  neither  the  court  nor  thei  counsel   oharw. 
seem  to  have  been  aware),  a  consular  certificate  was 
held  to  be  incompetent  evidence  of  the  survey  and  sale 
of  the  vessel  as  unworthy  of  repair,  mider  the  order 

that  an  appUcatioii  to  authenticate  an  edict  hy  the  seal  of  the  nation 
would  he  rejected,  unless  the  fact  should  appear  to  the  court :  nor  can 
it  he  presumed  that  any  difficulty  exists  in  ohtaining  a  copy.  Indeed, 
in  this  yery  case  the  testimony  offered  would  contradict  such  a  pre* 
sumption.  The  paper  offered  to  the  court  is  certified  to  he  a  copy 
compared  with  the  original.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  this  copy 
might  not  have  been  authenticated  by  the  oath  of  the  consul,  as  well 
as  by  his  certificate.  It  is  asked  inr  what  manner  this  oath  should 
itself  hare  been  authenticated ;  and  it  is  supposed  that  the  consular 
seal  mdst  ultimately  have  been  resorted  to  for  this  purpose.  But  no 
such  necessity  exists.  Commissions  are  always  granted  for  taking 
testimony  abroad ;  and  the  commissioners  have  authority  to  administer 
oaths,  and  to  certify  the  depositions  by  them,  taken*  The  edicts  of 
Portugal,  then,  not  having  been  proved,  ought  not  to  have  been  laid 
before  the  juiy.  • 

"  The  paper  offered  as  a  true  copy  firom  the  original  proceedings 
.against  the  Aurora,  is  certified  under  the  seal  of  his  arms  by  D.  Joko 
DK  Almeida  de  Mello  de  Castro,  who  states  himself  to  be  the 
secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs ;  and  the  consul  certifies  the 
English  copy  which  accompanies  it  to  be  a  true  translation  of  the 
Portuguese  original 

^  Foreign  judgments  are  authenticated, 

1.  By  an  exemplification  under  the  gi^t  seal ; 

2.  By  a  copy  proved  to  be  a  true  copy ; 

8.  By  the  certificate  of  an  officer  authorized  by  law,  which  cer- 
tificate must  itself  be  properly  authenticated. 
These  are  the  usual,  and  appear  to  be  the  most  proper,  if  not  the  only 
modes  of  verifying  foreign  Judgments.  If  they  be  all  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  party,  other  testimony,  inferior  in  its  nature,  might  be  received ; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  insuperable  impediment  to 
the  use  of  either  of  these  modes,  and  the  court  cannot  presume  soch 
impediment  to  have  existed.  Nor  is  the  certificate  which  has  been 
obtained  an  admissible  substitute  for  either  of  them. 

**  If  it  be  true  that  the  decrees  of  the  colonies  are  transmitted  to  the 
Beat  of  govenunent,  and  registered  in  the  department  of  state,  a  oertifl- 
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TOT^t.  q{  the  Yice-admiralty  Court  of  the  lale  of  France. 
"I  attach,^  obserred  Mr.  Justice  Thompsoh,  "no 
credit  to  the  coosnlar  certificate.    It  has  been  said 

cftte of  tliAt  ftct  under  the  grwt sed,  with  aec^of  the  decree aatheai- 

ticated  in  the  nine  Dttaner,  would  be  soffident  prima/aeie  OTidaioe 

of  the  yerity  of  what  wu  so  certified ;  but  the  certificate  offered  to 

the  coort  ie  under  the  priTate  seal  of  the  penon  giying  it^  which  cannot 

be  known  to  this  oourt^  and  of  eooBeqiienoe  can  authenticate  nothing* 

The  paper,  therefore,  puiporting  to  be  a  sequestration  of  the  Aurora 

and  her  cai^  at  Para,  ought  not  to  have  been  laid  before  the  jury. 

"  Admitting  the  originals  in  the  Portuguese  language  to  hare  been 

'    authenticated  properly,  jet  there  was  eiror  in  admitting  the  tmslation 

to  be  read  on  the  certificate  of  the  consuL    InteE|»«terB  are  always 

^  sworn ;  and  the  translation  of  a  consul,  not  on  oath,  can  have  no  greater 

Talidity  than  that  of  any  other  respectable  man." 

In  the  case  (tf  Ennu  y.  Smith  (14  Coward's  R,  400;  20  Gurtis's 
Deds.  S.  C,  251),  the  iMX)per  mode  of  authenticating  foreign  Uwb  agun 
became  the  subject  of  inquiry,  and  was  examined  by  the  court  i^Km 
authority  as  well  British  as  American.  With  respect  to  the  written 
laws  of  foreign  nations,  the  conclusion  of  the  court  was  that ''  a  foreign 
written  law  may  be  receiyed  when  it  is  found  in  a  statute  book,  with 
proof  that  the  book  has  been  officially  published  by  the  goyemment 
which  made  the  law."  The  particular  question  was  whether  a  book 
purporting  to  be  a  Tolume  of  the  Ciyil  Code  of  France  was  admissible 
to  prove  the  law  of  that  country  regulating  the  distxibution  of  the 
personal  estate  of  an  intestate.  It  purported  to  hare  been  printed  at 
the  royal  printing  press  in  Paris,  and  had  been  sent  to  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  course  of  our  national  exdianges  with  France,  and  bore 
an  endorsement  in  the  following  words :  "  Le  Qarde  des  Soeanz  de 
France  k  la  Court  Supreme  des  Etats  Unis."  Congress  had  admow- 
ledged  the  donation  in  an  act  appropriating  a  sum  of  money  to  enable 
the  Supreme  Court  to  reciprocate  the  civility  which  had  been  done. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  evidence  was  held  to  be  admissible  as 
falling  within  the  above  mentioned  rule. 

T^  English  cases  cited  and  commented  on  by  Mr.  Justice  Watms, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  evince  a  great  diversi^  of  opinion 
and  practice  among  the  English  judges  on  this  sulgect  i  and  the  preva- 
lent impression  among  th^n  latterly  seems  to  be  that  even  in  the  esse 
of  written  as  well  as  of  unwritten  law,  "  an  expert,  acquainted  with 
the  text  and  the  ifUerpretcUion  ofUy  must  be  called." 
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that  he  is  an  officer  reoognissed  by  the  law^of  <»fj^^«' 
nations,  and  entitled  to  credit.    The  law  of  nations 
recognizes  him  only  in  commercial  transactions,  bat 
not  as  dotiied  with  any  authority  to  authenticate 
judicial  proceeding8(a).^ 

The  act  of  1808,  above  cited,  makes  it  the  duty 
of  every  master  or  commander  of  a  ship  or  vessel 
belonging  to  citiasens  of  this  United  States,  on  his 
arrival  in  a  foreign  port,  to  deposit  his  register,  sea 
letter,  or  mediterranean  passport,  with  the  consul^ 
vice-oonsul  or  other  commercial  agent,  if  any  there 
be  at  such  port ;  and  subjects  the  master  to  a 
penalty  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  his  refusal  or 
neglect  to  comply  with  this  requirement,  to  be 
recovered  by  the  consul,  vice-consul  or  other  com* 
mercial  agent,  in  his  own  name,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  United  States(i).  But  the  act  contains  no  pro- 
vision making  the  certificate  of  the  consul,  etc., 
evidence  of  the  deposit  of  the  register,  etc.,  or  of  , 
such  refusal  or  neglect. 

In  a  case  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  SJSTSw  ' 
States  for  the  District  of  Pennsylvania,  the  cellifi-  ^^^j^^ 
eate  of  the  American  consul  at  St  Thomas  was  ^L£IS!^ 
admitted  to  prove  the  deposit  of  the  ship^s  register, 
agreeably  to  the  act^  but  was  held  to  be  inadmissible 
as  evidence  of  the  other  facts  stated  therein(c). 

•  Under  this  state  of  judicial  authority  upon  the 
subject^  on  a  writ  of  error  before  Mr.  Justice  Stobt, 

(a)  Catlett  et  oL  y.  The  Pacific  Iruurcmce  Company^  Pune's  R, 
694,  614. 

(6)  Act  of  Febroaiy  26, 1803,  ch.  8,  $  2;  2  SUt.  at  Large,  203. 
(c)  7%e  UniUd  States  t.  MUcheU,  2  Washington's  R,  478. 
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▼^^  in  a  suit  against  tlie  master  to  recover  the  penalty 
of  $500  nnder  tlie  act  last  above  cited,  for  not 
depositing  his  ship's  register  with  the  consul  at  St. 
Thomas,  the  qaestion  arose  whether  the  certificate 
of  the  consul  of  the  arrival  and  departnre  of  the 
vessel,  and  of  the  neglect  of  the  master  to  deposit 
the  register,  was  admissible  evidence  of  these  facts. 
The  district  court  had  admitted  it  as  evidence  of  the 
latter  fact,  but  rejected  it  as  evidence  of  the  arrival 
and  departnre  of  the  vessel ;  and  it  was  to  this 
latter  part  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the 
exception  on  which  the  writ  of  error  was  founded, 
was  taken  by  the  plaintiff. 

On  a  review  of  the  decisions  above  cited,  Mr. 
Justice  Stobt  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court.  Adverting  to  the  omission  in  the  act  of  1803, 
of  any  provision  making  a  consular  certificate 
evidence  of  the  facts,  which,  in  the  case  before  him, 
it  was  relied  on  to  establish,  while  on  the  other  hand 
it  was  by  the  same  act  expressly  provided,  in  r^ard 
to  another  penalty  denounced  by  it  for  refusing  to 
receive  destitute  seamen  on  board,  that  such  certifi- 
cate should  be  evidence,  he  thought  the  maxim 
expreasio  uniua  eat  eooohmo  altermSy  might,  without 
impropriety,  and  with  some  force,  be  applied  to  the 
case.  It  was  undoubtedly  true,  however,  he  ob- 
served, as  a  general  principle,  that  certificates  and 
other  documents,  made  by  a  public  officer  entrusted 
by  law  with  authority  for  that  purpose,  are  to  be 
treated  as  public  documents,  and  as  such  are  evi- 
dence; but  in  the  case  before  him,  neither  the 
particular  statute  on  which  the  action  was  founded. 
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nor  any  odier,  made  it  the  duty  of  the  consul  to  ot^^®- 
certify  the  facts  which  his  certificate  was  offered  to 
establish.  The  gendhtl  rale  of  thelaw  wad  that  aU 
eyidence  must  be  given  under  oath,  and  in  the  very 
caae  in  controversy;  and  the  difficulty  was  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  scope  of  any  of  the  exceptions 
to  tins  rule.  He  was  not  aware,  moreover,  of  any 
act  of  Congress,  requiring  consub  to  take  an .  oath 
for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  their  office; 
although,  in  conmion  with  all  other  officers,  they  were 
required  to  take  an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  So  that  the  certificate  offered  was 
not  only  not  provided  for  by  any  statute,  and  not 
verified  by  oath,  but  was  open  to  the  grave  objec- 
tion that  it  was  not  even  made  by  an  officer  sworn 
to  discha.^  his  duty.  In  addition  to  this,  it  was 
not  shown  to  be  any  part  of  the  official  duty  of  a 
consul  to  keep  a  memorandum  of  the  arrival  and 
departure  of  American  vessels  at  and  from  the  port 
for  which  he  is  appointed.  K  it  were  so,  it  would, 
however,  by  no  means  follow  that  his  certificate  of 
the  fact  would  be  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice ; 
because  his  own  deposition,  giving  to  the  opposite 
party  a  i*ight  of  cross-examination,  would  be  better 
evidence. 

With  respect  to  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice 
WABHiNGTOir  (above  cited),  holding  a  consular  cer- 
tificate to  be  evidence  that  a  ship^s  register  had 
been  deposited  with  him,  Mr.  Justice  Stoby  said  he 
would  not  meddle  with  the  point ;  because  it  was 
not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before  the 
court,  and  there  might  be  good  reason  to  hold  a 
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Yc^%^  consnlar  certificate  to  be  admiflsible  m  relatioB 
to  an  official  fact,  of  which  the  consul  may.  have 
ezclorive  knoTvledge,  when,  as  to  all  other  facts,  it 
wonld  be  inadmisBible,  beease  they  might  admit  of 
proof  aliunde.  I^  however,  it  had  been  rightly 
held  by  Mr.  Justice  WASBaaroix  that  a  certificate 
of  the  actual  deposit  of  a  ship's  regbter  was  evidence 
of  that  fact,  he  shoald  not  doubt  that  it  was  also 
evidence  of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel ;  for  it  would 
be  a  natural  presumption  that  it  was  deposited  by 
the  master  in  the  regular  dischaige  oi  his  duty. 
But  a  certificate  of  the  non-deposit  of  a  regist^ 
could,  at  most^  establish  that  single  fact ;  for  instead 
of  affording  any  preanmption  of  tiie  arrival  of  the 
vessel,  the  presumption  would  rather  be  that  she 
never  did  arrive  at  the  port,  since  the  law  will  not 
presume  a  violation  of  duty  by  the  master. 

It  was  true,  the  consul  had  certified,  also,  to  the 
fact  of  the  arrival  and  departure  of  the  vessel ;  but 
of  these  facts,  the  certificate  could  not  be  considered 
as  evidence.  It  was  not  under  oatL  It  was  not 
authorized  by  any  statute.  It  was  not  made  any 
part  of  the  consul's  official  duty  to  keep  a  memo- 
randum or  record  of  such  &cts.  They  were  not 
facts  peculiarly  within  his  official  knowledge,  but 
were  susceptible  of  proof  from  other  sources.  For 
these  reasons,  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
was  affirmed.  The  suit  had  been, instituted,  agree- 
ably,  as  we  have  seen,  to  the  act,  in  the  name  of 
the  consul;  and  this  was  urged  at  the  bar,  as  a 
further  objection  to  the  admission  of  the  certificate: 
1,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  event  of 
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the  fiulure-of  the  snit^  would  be  liable  for  costs;  <b^«i^ 
and,  2,  on  the  more  comprehensive  ground  that  the 
consul  was  a  party  to  the  record.  Mr*  Justice  Stoby 
said  it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  this  point ;  but  he 
observed  that  it  had  never,  to  his  knowledge,  been 
decided  that  a  party  so  circumstanced  was  not  liable 
to  costs :  and  although  he  was  aware  that  his  late 
brother,  Mr.  Justice  Washingtok,  i^  the  case  of 
WiOmff  V.  Qmaequa  (1  Peters's  C.  G.  R,  807),  had 
held  that  a  party  plaintiff  of  record,  who,  in  fSeu^ 
had  no  interest  in  the  suit^  was  a  competent  witness 
to*testify  therein,  yet  he  also  knew  that  the  decision 
had  not  been  Hiought  entirely  satisfactory  (a). 

From   the   £3regoing   analysis   of  the  judicial  qmm^ 
decisions  upon  the  subject^  it  would  seem  to  be  ^SSS^ 
questionable  whether  the  certificate  of  a  consul  is  «&'' 


admissible  in  evidence  in  any  case,  except  where  it  ^ 
is  expressly  made  so,  or,  at  most,  where  authority 
to  grant  it  is  expressly  given  by  statute.  For 
although  a  consular  certificate  of  the  deposit  of  a 
ship's  register  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Justice  Wash- 
iHGTOsr,  its  admissibility  was  doubted  by  Mr.  Justice 
BxoHT,  and  is  hardly  consbtent  with  Judge  Wash- 
htcktok's  own  course  of  reasoning,  or  with  that  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Chwrch  v.  HvhbaHy 
above  dted.  What  is  rather  apologetically  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Biobt,  of  the  deposit  of  the  register 
being  in  its  nature  a  fact  peculiarly  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  consul,  appears  to  be  but  a  ques- 
tionable answer  to  the  objection   to  which  the 

• 

(a)  J>vy  T.  Burley,  2  Sinmier'B  R,  355. 
43 
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TOL^t  evidence  would  still  be  obnozioiis,  tliat  the  fisicfe 
certified  mighty  and  onght^  nevertheleM,  to  have 
been  verified  by  his  oath. 

The  act  of  1792,  ch.  24,  it  will  be  recollected^ 
empowers  consuls  to  receive  protests  made  by  mas- 
ters of  American  vessels  and  others ;  and  declares 
that  copies  thereof^  dnly  certified,  shall  be  equivalent 
to  their  originals  in  all  courts  of  the  United  States. 

No  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from  this  enactment 
with  respect  to  the  force  and  efiect  of  these  docu- 
ments las  evidence,  its  object  being  merely  to  invest 
consuls  with  a  power  which  would  otherwise  have 
belonged  exclusively  to  public  notaries,  and  to 
prescribe  a  convenient  mode  of  authentication. 

The  following  account  of  these  instruments,  given 
by  Mr.  Shsb  among  his  additions  to  Abbot  on 
Shipping,  will  serve  to  explain  tiieir  nature  and  uses : 

^  On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  her  homeward 
port^  and  when  compelled  by  accidents  to  put  back, 
or  into  a  port  other  than  that  of  her  destination,  it 
is  usual  for  the  master  to  present  himself  before  a 
notary,  and  cause  a  protest  to  be  noted,  and  aftei^ 
wards  to  be  drawn  up  or  extended*  British  consuls 
at  foreign  ports  are  empowered  by  statute  to  perform 
notarial  acts ;  but  inasmuch  as  their  attestation  would 
probably  not  be  deemed  abroad  of  equal  authenticity 
with  that  of  a  regular  public  notary,  the  master 
would  do  well  to  address  himself  to  that  functionary. 
He  should  remember,  however,  that  our  courts  do 
not  adopt  the  rules  of  evidence  which  prevail  in 
foreign  courts ;  and  although  copies  of  public  docu- 
ments, attested  by  a  public  notary,  may  be  evidence 
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of  the  origiiials  abroad,  they  will  not  be  received  as  ^^^^^ 
Bach  in  England. 

^  The  protest  is  a  declaration  or  narrative  by  the 
master  of  the  particulars  of  the  voyage ;  of  the 
storms  or  bad  weather  which  the  vessel  may  have 
encountered,  the  accidents  which  may  have  occurred, 
and  the  conduct  which,  in  cases  of  emei^ency,  he 
had  thought  proper  to  pursue.  With  whatever 
formalities  drawn  up,  it  cannot  be  received  in  our 
courts  as  evidence  for  the  master  or  his  owners,  but 
it  may  be  evidence  against  him  and  them;  and  he 
should  take  care  to  supply  from  the  log^boc^  his 
own  recollection  and  that  of  his  mate,  or  trust- 
worthy mariners,  true  and  faithful  instructiona  for 
its  preparation.  Protests  are  often  of  great  utility 
in  matters  connected  with  the  adjustment  of  losses 
in  marine  insurance,  and  in  the  calculation  of 
averages :  they  are  received  as  evidence  in  foreign 
courts ;  and  with  us,  credit  is  often  given  to  their 
contMits  by  merchants  and  underwritera,  when  free 
from  circmnstances  of  suspicion. 

"Protests  are  also  made  by  the  master  against 
tiiie  charterers  of  the  ship,  or  the  consignees  of 
goods,  for  not  loading  or  unloading  the  vessel 
pursuant  to  contract,  or  vdthin  reasonable  or  stipu- 
lated delays;  and  by  the  merchant  against  the 
master,  for  misconduct,  drunkenness,  etc.;  for  not 
proceeding  to  sea  with  due  dispatch ;  for  not  signing 
bills  of  lading  in  the  customary  form,  and  other 
irregularities(a).'' 

(a)  Abbot  on  Shipping,  Bofiton  ed.  of  I8465  p.  465.    It  may  not  be 
nnaooeptable  to  the  reader  here  to  subjoin  the  form  of  a  Note  of  Pro- 
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Toi|^i.  ^js  stateinent  seems  to  imply  thst  it  is  costomary 
with  English  shipmasters  to  make  protests  on  the 
termination  of  a  voyage,    whether   it  has  been 

tMt,  tad  OM  of  the  aerenl  forms  of  a  Protest  dnwn  op  or  ^  extenMy" 
giyen  by  Mr.  Shxx  in  the  appendix  of  the  work  above  dted. 

Entry  or  NoU  <ff  the  Pro$^  <f  a  Skip. 

Onthis  dayof  ^intheyearof  oarLovdoiietiKmtMid 

eight  hundred  and  ,  personally  appeared  and  pcesented  himself 

at  the  office  of  R.  B.,  notary  pnblic,  0.  D.,  master  of  the  ship  or  Tessel 
the  liary,  which  sailed  on  a  Toyage  finom  ,  on  the  day 

of  last,  and  arrived  at  on  the  day  of 

instant,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  •    And  the  said  master  hereby 

gives  notice  of  his  intention  of  protesting,  and  canses  this  note  <^ 
minnte  of  all  and  singular  the  premises  to  be  entered  in  this  raster. 

0.  D. 

Skip  Protut  in  amtiquenee  of  a  Um  hy  coStsum. 

By  the  pubHc  instrament  of  protest  hereinafter  contaSned  or  anneared 
hereto, 

Be  it  known  and  made  manifest  onto  all  people.  That  on  the 
day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  oar  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 

and  ,  personally  came- and  appeared  before  me,  R.  B.,  notsry 

public,  duly  anthoriaed,  admitted  and  sworn,  resl^Bg  and  prsotkiog 
in  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Greai 

Britam  and  Ireland,  and  also  a  master  extraordinary  in  the  Hi|^  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,  A.  B.,  master  of  the  sloop  or  yesBel  the  Ann 
Maiy,  beloi^;ing  to  Liverpod,  0.  D.,  mate^  and  E.  F.,  neimsn  of  tiie 
said  Tessel,  who  did  severally  duly  and  sdlemnly  dedara  and  state  as 
follows,  that  is  to  say :  That  on  the  first  of  Februaiy  instant^  about 
half-past  three  p.  m.,  these  appearers  and  the  rest  of  the  crew  (tf  the 
said  vessel  set  sail  in  her  from  liveipool,  bound  on  a  voyage  to  Hatdiett 
near  Bridgewater,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  hides;  the  said  vessel  being 
then  tight,  staunch  and  strong,  well  manned,  victualed  and  Bound| 
and  in  every  respect  fit  to  perfoim  her  intended  voyage.  And  these 
appearers,  the  said  A.  B.  and  E.  F.,  for  themselves,  declare  and  say, 
That  about  half-past  .two  a.  m.,  on  the  second  of  February,  whilst  the 
vessel  was  proceeding  on  her  intended  Toyage,  the  other  appearer  0. 
D.  being  below  in  bed,  and  the  said  vessel  being  between  the  Qreat 
tonshead  and  Point  Linus,  the  wind  bdng  about  east-southeast,  with 
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attended  with  my  miTiBiial  incidentB  or  not     I  ^^'^^ 
imagine,  however,  that  in  tbis  coxmtiy,  at  least, 
this  step  is,  in  general,  resorted  to  only  in  eztraor* 

moderate  weather  and  smooth  water;  the  vessel  rumung  before  the 
wind)  and  steering  about  west-northwest,  under  sul,  with  square-sail 
and  half  topesil  set;  and  this  appearer  A.  B.  being  then  at  the  helm, 
and  this  appealer  B.  F.  being  forward,  oaiDed  out  that  he  saw  a  ligfat 
on  the  starboard  bow;  and  thejr  at  first  thought  that  it  was  PcMnt 
Linus  Hght,  but  it  afterwards  turned  out  to  be  the  li^t  of  the  steamer 
Tesurius.  That  the  appearer  the  said  E.  F.  immediately  went  below. 
fat  a  lig^t,  and  brought  a  lantern  on  deek  and  showed  the  light  orer 
the  starboard  bow;  and  this  appearer  the  said  A.  B.  put  the  hefan  of 
the  Ann  Mary  to  the  starboard,  until  her  oonrse  was  altered  firom  west- 
northwest  to  southwest,  in  order  to  ayoid  the  stesmer.  That  after, so 
altering  their  course,  this  appesierthe  siddE.F.  shifted  the  %ht  from 
the  bow  to  abaft  the  riggiog  on  the  starboard  side,  to  make  it  better 
seen  by  the  crew  on  board  the  steamer;  and  both  these  appear6rs,the 
said  A.  B.  and  E.  F.  called  out  to  the  steamer  to  starboard  her  helm ; 
and  about  ftft  minutes  after  the  l^t  was  shown,  the  steamer  struck 
the  Ann  Ifary,  and  ahe  went  down  in  a  minute  afterwards.  And  this 
appealer  the  said  0.  D.,  lor  himself,  declares  and  says,  that  he  was 
below  in  bed,  and  was  awoke  by  the  said  A.  B.  calling  out  ^  Steamor 
ahoy  P  and  he  immediately  ran  upon  deck  in  his  riiirt  and  drawers, 
and  saw  the  appesier  the  said  S.F.  holding  a  lantern  on  the  starboard 
quarter;  and  tiiis  appearer  the  said  0.  D.  had  not  been  a  minute  on 
deck,  before  the  stesmer  struck  the  AxmMsry.  And  these  appearers, 
the  said  A.  B.,  0.  D.  and  B.  F.,  ibr  themselves,  declare  and  say,  that 
hmnediatdy  after  the  bM  0.  D.  came  on  deok,the  steamer  struck 
the  Ann  Msry  nearly  amidships;  and,  ibr  the  prsserration  of  their 
lives,  these  appearers,  and  another  of  the  crew  of  the  Ann  Mary, 
Jumped  onboard  the  steamer,  and  arrived  back  at  Liverpool  in  her  on 
the  seoond  day  of  February;  and  on  the  same  day,  this  appearer  the 
said  A.  B.  appeared  at  the  offloe  of  mi6  the  said  notary,  and  caused 
his  protest  to  be  duly  noted.  And  these  appearers  do  protest,  and  I 
the  said  notaiy  do  also  protest  against  the  said  steamer,  and  the  said 
eoDisioa,  striking^  &ets  and  oopurrences,  and  all  loss  and  dsmage  ocoa> 
sioned  thereby. 

We,  A.  B.,  0.  D.  and  E.  F.,  do  solemnly  and  sincerely  dedare 
that  tiie  foregoing  statement  is  correct,  and  contains  a  true  account  of 
the  fiusts  and  drenmstances;  and  we  make  this  solemn  dedaration, 
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^^^  dinary  cases  involvuig  loss  or  damage ;  or  which  are 
likely  to  arouse  suspicion,  or  to  become  the  saligect 
of  litigation. 
^/  To  what  extent,  and  nnder  what  eircamstancee, 
if  any,  the  protest  of  a  shipmaster  would,  in  om* 
courts,  be  evidence  for  his  owners,  is  a  question  of 
conmderable  importance,  upon  which,  unfortunately, 
little  or  no  light  has  hitherto  been  shed  by  the 
decisions  of  our  courts.  The  remark  of  Mr,  Sheb, 
that  it  is  inadmissible  for  this  purpose  in  the 
English  oourte,  is  certainly  not  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty ;  and 
what  is  remarkable,  the  only  case  decided  in  that 
conri,  to  which  he  refe»  in  support  of  his  assertion, 
was  obviously  decided  exclosively  npon  its  own 
peculiar  circnmstances,  constitating  it  an  exception 
to  the  genera]  practice  of  the  coort  It  was  a  suit  lor 
collision,  brought  by  the  owners  of  a  smack  ran  down 
whUe  engaged  in  towing  a  foreign  ship  into  port, 

oonsdentioiislj  beliering  the  Ba&e  to  be  true ;  and  hj  Tirtne  of  the 
proriBionB  of  an  act  made  and  paased  in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of 
hia  late  Mi^eaty,  entitled  ''An  acft  for  the  more  efifectoal  abolition  of 
oalha  and  affirmations  taken  and  made  in  Tsrious  departments  of  the 
state,  and  to  sabstitate  dedarattons  in  lien  thereof  and  for  the  entirs 
suppression  <^  voluntary  and  eztnyudicial  oaths  andaffidarits,  and  to 
males  other  provisions  for  the  abolition  of  unnecessary  oaths." 

A.B. 

O.  D. 

B.F. 

Thus  declared  and  protested  in  due  fonn  of  law,  at  the  office  of  me, 
the  said  notary,  at  L  ,  on  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

[Seal.]  R.  B.,  Notary  PubHCj  Liverpool 

In  this  country,  there  being  no  statute  Ilka  the  English  act  abore. 
mentioned,  I  presume  protests  an  always  verified  by  oath. 
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and  the  protest  offered  was  made  by  the  master  of  chaf.**- 
the  foreign  ship.  The  only  objection  made  to  its 
admission,  was  that  it  was  ^^ res  inter  altos  acta  ;" 
and  Lord  Stowsll,  in  deciding  the  pointy  observed : 
^  If  the  effect  of  that  colMon  had  been  to  destroy 
the  persons  on  board  the  smack,  it  woold  be  a  reason 
for  admitting  evidence  not  strictly  and  technically 
legal;  bat  none  of  the  crew  were  lost :  all  survived, 
all  are  capable  of  bemg  witnesses.  A  case  of 
necessity,  then,  does  not  ezist^  shch  as  might  induce  * 
the  court  to  open  a  door  for  the  admission  of  any 
other  evidence ;  and  since  it  does  not,  I  should  be 
unwilling  to  allow  a  protest  to  be  introduced  that 
has  been  properly  described  as  res  inter  alios  . 
acta(a).^  It  is  dear,  therefore,  that  this  decision, 
so  far  from  warranting  the  remark  of  Mr.  Shes, 
implies  the  reverse  of  it;  and  in  point  of  fact,  the 
reports  of  cases  decided  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  show  it  to  be  its  constant  practice  to 
receive  the  protest  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  im^ 
mediately  concerned  in  the  acts  or  incidents  which 
gave  rise  to  the  suit  The  protest  se^ms  to  be 
admitted,  of  course,  as  adapted  to  shed  light  upon 
the  controversy,  valere  qua/rUvm  valere  potest ;  such 
d^ee  of  credit  being  given  to  it  by  the  court,  as, 
under  all  circumstances,  it  appears  to  merit  Thus, 
in  a  case  of  salvage,  the  protest  of  the  master  of 
the  salved  vessel,  giving  a  narrative  of  the  disaster 
which  befel  her,  and  of  the.  salvage  services 
r^idered,  was  thus  noticed  by  Sir  Johk  Nioholl 
in  pronoundng  his  judgment 


(a)  TktBeUey  (kMie»^  2  Haggud'i  K,  28. 
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yoL^i.  After  stating  certain  general  prindpleB  rdating 
to  the  amount  of  coinpenflation  to  be  awarded  for 
services  of  this  natore,  he  ohserved :  '^  The  fEusis  of 
most  cases  have  pecnliaritieB  of  more  or  less  w«ght| 
which  fnrnish  criteria  for  their  adjudication;  and 
that  obseryation  renders  it  proper  to  refer,  in  the 
first  place,  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case.  Hie 
master  states  them  in  his  protest,  which  was  noted 
and  eztaided  in  the  nsaal  way  for  the  satisfaction 
and  benefit  of  his  owners."  After  reading  tiie  pro- 
test (as  the  report  states) — resmning  his  observa- 
tions npon  the  protest,  he  added:  *^ There  are  some 
omissions  of  detaik  in  this  statement;  but  giving 
credit  to  the  master  for  the  truth  of  it — it  was 
made  on  the  2d  of  October,  before  the  salvage 
cause  commenced — some  observations  arise  npon 
it,"  etc(a).  So,  in  another  case,  of  the  same 
nkti^e,  where  the  daim  of  salvage  oompeoBation 
was  founded  on  the  asserted  recapture  by  a*  British 
ship  of  war,  of  a  Swedish  vessel,  from  a  Danish 
privateer,  the  protest  of  the  Swedish  master  was 
relied  on  in  behalf  of  his  owners  to  defeat  the 
claim  of  salvage;  and  not  having  been  made  until 
long  after  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates,  this* 
delay  was  dwelt  upon  by  Lord  Stowxll,  as  a  dr-. 
cumstance  ^^much  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
protest;"  but  nothing  was  said  agamst  its  admissi* 
bility(£).  And  so,  again,  in  a  case  of  collision, 
the  protest  of  the  master  of  the  damaged  vessel, 
confirmed  by  three  of  his  crew,  was  the  evidence 

(a)  TTie  Ewdl  Grme^  3  Haggud's  R.,  209. 

(b)  I%e  CharhUe  Gtmluie,  1  Dodfion'a  IL,  192. 
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wluch  appears  to  have  been,  exclusively  relied  on  in  chap^io. 
support  of  the  action(a). 

in  these  cases,  however,  the  proceedings  appear 
to  have  been  by  sammary  petition,  where,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  case  is  wholly  heard  and  decided  on 
affidavits,  inclnding  those  of  the  parties  themselves ; 
and  it  may  be  that  all  the  numerous  oases  in  which 
the  protest  of  the  master  has  been  admitted  as  evi- 
dence   in   behalf  of  his    owners,    were    of   this 
description,  and  that  it  would  be  deemed  inadmis- 
sible as  such  in  a  proceeding  by  plea  and  proof(^)« 
But  whether  they  are  regarded  as  evidence  in  a  JJjJgJ^, 
strict  sense,  or  not,  it  is  unquestionable,  not  only  IJS?*^'^ 
that  when  produced,  as  they  usually  are,  especially  jjjyjj^jj^ 
in  cases  of  salvage,  they  are  resorted  to  by  the  SlSS? *^ 
court  without  scruple  as  a  means  of  arriving  at  just  "^  **"' 
conclusions,  but  that  their  non-production  in  cases 
where  they  are  usually  made  is  regarded  with 
suspicion.    This  remark  is  fully  verified  by  the 
,  observations  of  Dr.  Lushington  in  a  late  case  of 
salvage,  in  which  he  is  reported  to  have  expressed 
himself  to  the  following  effect : 

**  In  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  this  case,  I  cannot  but 
notice  with  some  degree  of  suspicion  that  no  protest  has  been 
produced  on  the  part  of  the  yessel  proceeded  against.  Looking 
to  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  itself  it  is  certainly  a 
case  in  which,  according  to  ordinary  ezperience,  a  protest  would 
have  been  made ;  and  if  made,  it  should  undoubtedly  have  been 
brought  in.  The  non-production  of  such  protest  in  the  present 
instance  becomes  the  more  extraordinary,  when  I  look  at  the 

(a)  ITu  cat,  3  Haggard's  K,  321. 
(d)  Videtu/jprOj  p.  32,  note. 
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T^t.     affidaTita  whioh  have  been  swotn  to  bj  the  master  and  mala ;  ihe 
affidavit  of  the  latter  being  infinitely  fuller  and  more  comprehen- 
Bive  than  that  of  the  former.    I  will  here  avail  mjself  of  the 
opportunity  to  express  my  opinion  with  respect  to  the  production 
of  protests  in  general  in  this  class  of  cases.    According  to  my 
own  experience  in  this  courts  I  have  always  understood  the  mle 
and  practice  of  the  court  to  be,  and  I  am  now  applying  it  to  cases 
of  salvage,  that  the  protests  in  all  cases  ought  to  be  brought  in, 
and  for  the  following  reasons :  In  the  first  place,  because  every 
protest  is  presumed  to  be  made  recenH  faeto^  and  to  contain  a 
statement  of  the  transaction  when  the  £ftcts  are  fresh  in  the  memo- 
ries of  the  parties  deposing  to  it ;  whereas  the  diecusaon  and 
legal  investigation  of  those  facts,  and  of  the  evidence  taken  upon 
them,  cannot  be  had  until  a  much  later  period,  when  even  thoee 
who  are  most  inclined  to  speak  with  the  moSt  perfect  accuracy  as 
to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  salvage  service  may  find  their 
memory  fisdl  them  with  respect  to  certain  important  points.    This 
is  one  reason  why  the  production  of  the  protest  is  required,  and 
ought  to  be  observed.    Another,  and  in  my  view  of  it,  a  most 
important  reason  why  the  protest  should  be  produced,  is  this,  vis., 
that  it  is  made  and  sworn  alio  inUntu.    In  the  argument  which 
was  addressed  to  the  court  by  one  of  the  learned  counsel.  Dr. 
Addams,  this  circumstance  has  been  adverted  to,  and  ingeniously 
applied'  as  a  justification  for  keeping  back  the  protest  on  the 
present  occasion.    I  cannot,  I  confess,  accede  to  tiie  argument 
which  was  so  urged  upon  the  court.    The  first  and  primary 
object  for  which  all  protests  are  made,  is  to  found  a  claim  upon 
the  underwriters  for  damage  done.    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  it 
is  the  object  of  the  parties  to  state  all  the  facts  and  everything 
which  has  happened  to  the  ship,  so  as  to  lay  the  foundation  for 
the  most  extensive  indemnification.    When  they  come  before 
this  court,  on  the  other  hand,  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the 
amount  of  the  award,  then  the  state  of  things  is  reversed;  the 
extent  of  the  danger  is  decried;  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
damage  is  depreciated.    Upon  these  considerations,  therefore,  it 
is  most  desirable,  and  much  more  so  in  cases  of  salvage  than  in 
cases  of  collision,  that  the  protest  should  always  be  produced(a).'* 

(a)  The  Emma,  2  W.  Robinson's  R.,  315. 
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Shiffihg  abtiglk,   in  controversies  respecting  ohap.io. 
mariners'  wages,  often  constitute  an  essential  and 
necessary  part  of  the  evidence.    like  other  written 
contracts,  they  are  binding,  and,  with  certain  ex- 
ceptions in  favor  of  mariners,  -  as  an  uninformed 
and  improvident  class  of  men,  are  conclusive  upon 
the  rights  of  the  parties  concerned.    Parol  evidence 
is  therefore  inadmissible  to  vary  the  contract    But  222*"' 
where  the   rate  or  amount  of  wages  has  been  S"^^*" 
omitted  by  mistake  or  accident,  it  has  been  held  to  ^^[^^f^ 
be  competent  to  either  party  to  show  by  parol  ^SSS"** 
what  the  contract  in  this  respect  really  was,  not- 
withstanding the  provision  contained  in  the  act  of 
1790,  cL  29,  requiring  the  master  to  make  an 
agreement  in  writing,  or  in  print,  with  every  sea-       ' 
man  before  proceeding  on  lus  voyage,  and  in  default 
thereof^  entitling  the  seaman  fo  the  highest  rate  of 
wages  paid  at  the  port  daring  the  last  preceding 
three  montibs((7). 

It  appears  to  be  an  established  and  uniform  prac-  imoitiibr 
tice  in  suits  for  mariners'  wages,  in  the  English  admi-  ^j^^ 
ralty,  to  bring  into  court  the  shipping  articles  and  ^j^ 
log-book ;  and  by  our  act  for  the  government  and 
regulation  of  seamen  in  the  merchants'  service,  it  is 
expressly  enacted  that  in  all  such  suits,  ^  it  shall  be 
incumbent  on  the  master  or  comnAnder  to  produce 
the  contract  and  log-book,  if  required,  to  ascertain 
any  matter  in  dispute ;  otherwise  the  complidnants 
shall  be  permitted  to  state  the  contents  thereof,  and 

(a)  Wickkam  t.  Bli^hij  Gilpin's  R,  452.  Conoeming  the  effect, 
if  any,  of  the  words  *'  or  elsewhere,"  snljoined  to  the  description  of 
the  Toyage  in  the  shipping  articles,  see  twpra^  toL  L,  p.  150. 
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TOL^t.    proof  to  the  contrary  shall  lie  on  the  master  or 
commander(a).'' 

Whether  the  word  '^ state''  here  means  the  giving 
of  parol  evidence,  or  simply  an  assertion,  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  contract  and  log-book,  which  assOTtion 
is  to  be  taken  as  tme  nntil  disproved  by  the  prodno- 
lion  of  these  writings,  may  perhaps  be  qnestionabla 
K  the  intention  was  to  confer  the  right  of  giving 
secondary  proof,  as  in  the  case  of  lost  instmments, 
it  seems  difficult  to  account  for  the  use  of  the  word 
chosen. 

(a)  Act  of  Jolj  20,  ch.  29;  1  SUt  tt  Lai^,  131,  $  6. 
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CHAP.  II. 


c 


CHAPTER.  XI. 

Ths  Hxabing  and  Dbgbee. 

All  unnecessary  delays,  at  any  stage  of  the  snit,  are   hJ^«. 
ineoDsistent  with  the  principles  by  which  coorts  of 
admiralty  are  governed,  and  which  it  is  their  duty 
to  enforce,  not  only  when  specially  applied  to  for 
that  purpose,  bnt,  if  necessary,  by  spontaneous  inter-   . 
position.    Such  delays  nevertheless  frequently  occur  gj^j^y^ 
in  this  country,  especially  in  bringing  causes  to  a  ^'•^' 
hearing,  after  the  parties  are,  or  ought  to  be,  ready 
for  that  purpose.    This  generally  arises,  it  may  be 
charitably  supposed,  from  conflicting  professional 
engagements  in  the  numerous  state  courts  of  law 
and  equity,  in  all  of  which  the  members  of  the  legal 
profession  are  accustomed  to  practice.    To  a  certain 
extent)  therefore,  these  delays  are,  perhaps,  unavoid- 
able. But,  unless  the  parties  are  ready  to  proceed  to  a  JJ,  tJ*  l!?^ 
hearing  on  the  return-day  of  the  ptocess — as  they  STpSSsJ^ 
should  do  when  the  cause  on  account  of  its  simplicity  •^«»*>- 
requires  little  or  no  time  for  preparation,  and  when 
the  witnesses  are  few  and  reside  on  the  spot — the 
more  convenient  and  proper  practice  is,  if  the  circum- 
stances admit  of  it,  for  the  court  on  the  return-day 
to  «ig»  »me  Jty  day  for  ihe  he«i.«.    men 
from  the  absence  of  witnesses,  the  necessity  of  ob- 
taining a  commission,  or  other  cause,  this  cannot 
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Toi^i.  With  propriety  be  done,  the  parties  may  at  any  snb- 
sequent  time  agree  upon  a  day,  or  either  of  them 
apply  to  the  court  to  appoint  a  day  for  hearing. 
When  an  application  is  made  to  the  court  for  this 
purpose  by  one  of  the  parties,  it  is  advisable  to  give 
notice  of  the  application  to  the  adverse  party,  desig- 
nating some  day  which  the  applicant  would  prefer. 
If  no  such  notice  is  given,  the  existing  predicament 
of  the  cause  ought  to  be  truly  and  clearly  stated  for 
the  information  of  the  court  The  judge  may,  never- 
theless, deem  it  proper  to  require  a  previous  notice, 
or  to  grant  only  an  order  to  show  cause ;  and  if  he 
assigns  a  day,  upon  an  m  parte  application,  he  will, 
of  course,  take  care  to  direct  that  the  opposite  party 
shall  be  seasonably  notified  of  the  day  assigned. 
When  special  sessions  of  the  court  are  appointed 
prospectively  to  be  regularly  held  on  certain  speci- 
fied days,  as  on  a  certain  day  of  each  week,  such  day 
of  the  next  or  other  week  will  of  course  be  assigned 
for  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  unless  there  shall  be 
special  reasons  for  designating  some  other  day.  The 
order  assigning  a  day  for  hearing  ought  to  be  entered 
by  the  clerk. 
^  The  hearing  or  trial  of  an  admiralty  cause  upon 
the  merits,  is  conducted,  substantially,  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  trial  at  common  law.  The  counsel  for 
the  libellant  opens  the  cause  by  reading  the  plead- 
ings or  allegations  of  the  parties^  or  by  an  exact 
statement  of  their  jnore  material  parts,  and  a  sum- 
mary statement  of  the  evidence  which  he  expects  to 
adduce.  The  witnesses  in  behalf  of  the  libellant  are 
then  called,  and,  being  sworn,  are  examined  and 
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cross-examined  in  the  nsnal  form.    If  depositions  on  oh^"* 
the  part  of  the  libellant  have  been  taken  on  commis- 
sion, or  de  heM  ease^  according  to  the  80th  section 
of  the  Jndiciary  Act  of  1789,  they  are  read. 

The  libeUant  having  thus  completed  his  proofs, 
the  defence  is  opened  by  the  counsel  for  the  respon- 
dent, and  the  evidence  in  his  behalf  is  in  like  manner 
adduced. 

The  libellant  then  has  a  right  to  call  other  wit- 
nesses for  the  purpose  of  repeUing  the  effect  of  the 
respondent's  evidence. 

If  either  party  intends,  in  the  event  of  an  adverse  21f5irt«» 
decision,  to  exercise  the  right  of  appeal,  he  may,  vi\S^u 
tmder  certain  conditions,  demand  that  the  evidence  ^£ 
of  any  witness  shall  be  taken  in  writing,  to  be  used 
in  the  appellate  court.  This  right  is  secured  and 
defined  by  the  80th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  as 
follows : 

'*And  in  the  trial  of  any  cause  of  admiralty  or  maritime 
jurisdiction  in  a  district  court,  the  decree  in  which  may  be  ap- 
pealed from,  if  either  party  shall  suggest  to  and  satisfy  the 
court  that  probably  it  will  not  be  in  his  power  to  produce  the  wit- 
nesses there  testifying  before  the  circuit  court,  should  an  appeal 
be  hady  and  shall  more  that  their  testimony  be  taken  down  in 
writing,  it  shall  be  so  done  by  the  clerk  of  the  court.  And  if  an 
appeal  be  had,  such  testimony  may  be  used  on  the  trial  of  the  same, 
if  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 'court  which  shall  try 
the  appeal,  that  the  witnesses  are  then  dead  or  gone  out  of  the 
United  States,  or  to  a  greater  distance  than  as  aforesaid  from  the 
place  where  the  court  is  sitting;  or  that  by  reason  of  age,  sick- 
ness, bodily  infirmity  or  imprisonment,  they  are  unable  to  trarel 
or  appear  at  court,  but  not  otherwise.^ 
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TOTj^a.  'pjj^  evidence  being  concluded,  the  cause  is  argued ; 
and  unless  it  has  already  been  fully  opened  on  the 
part  of  the  libellant,  both  as  to  the  law  and  the 
facts  on  which  he  relies,  this  ought  now  to  be  done, 
to  the  end  that  the  respondent  may  be  informed  of 
the  points  to  which  it  behooves  him  particularly  to 
direct  his  argument  The  argument  is  dosed  by 
the  counsel  for  the  libellant  When  two  counsel 
argue  on  each  side,  the  practice  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New -York  (and  it  seems  worthy  of 
imitation)  is,  for  them  to  address  the  court  alter- 
nately (a). 

Issues  of  law  are  rare  in  admiralty  causes ;  but 
when  presented  by  the  pleadings  for  decision,  they 
should  be  argued  at  once ;  or  if  that  is  not  done,  a 
day  is  assigned  for  that  purpose  in  the  manner  above 
stated. 

,j^2^  The  decree  is  pronounced  either  at  the  close  of 
the  argument,  the  clerk  noting  in  his  minutes  the 
substance  of  the  decree ;  or,  when  the  judge,  deems 
it  necessary  to  hold  the  case  under  advisement,  at 
some  future  day,  when  the  decree  is  either  drawn 
up  by  him,  or  the  proper  instructions  are  given  to 
the  clerk  for  that  purpose.  Decrees  in  the  admiralty 
are  almost  always  very  simple  in  their  derections 
and  requirements — being  usually  either  for  the 
dismission  ^f  the  Hbel,  or  for  the  payment  of  a 
specific  sum  to  the  libellant,  and  the  issue,  if 
necessary,  of  the  proper  process  to  enforce  such 
payment* 

(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  94." 


•to. 
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All  miitters  of  compntadon  are  nsaally  referred  ^®ff:  "• 
to  the  clerk;  and  matters  of  fact  pertaining  to  £*Sr3Sk, 
commercial  nsag^,  and  requiring  mercantile  skill 
for  their  proper  decision,  are  referred  to  the  clerk 
together  with  one  or  more  (generally  two)  mer- 
chants ;  or,  when  the  necessary  investigation  can  be 
more  conveniently  made  at  some  place  remote  from 
the  residence  of  the  clerk,  the  reference  may  be  to 
one  or  more  commissioners  specially  appointed  for 
the  purpose,  in  pursuance  of  one  of  the  new 
rales(a).  The  first  decree  in  favor  of  the  libellant^ 
therefore,  in  cases  involving  matters  of  the  nature 
above  described,  is  interlocutory ;  settling  only  the 
general  principles  and  main  questions  affecting  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  and  comprising  or  accompanied 
by  an  order  of  reference.  When  the  report  comes 
in,  the  parties  are  entitled,  if  they  desire  it,  to  be 
heard  upon  the  question  of  its  confirmation. 

There  seems  to  have  been  considerable  diversity  jm^t  th« 
in  the  structure  and  phraseology  of  decrees  in  the 
several  admiralty  courts  in  this  country,  and  there 
has  probably  been  no  very  strict  adherence  to 
particular  forms  even  in  the  same  court ;  but  in 
avoiding  all  unnecessary  prolixity,  the  practice  of 
our  courts,  it  is  believed,  has  been  uniform.  In 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  the 
established  usage  appears  to  be  to  incorporate  in 
the  decree  a  full  recital  of  the  substance  of  the 
pleading  and  allegations,  and  of  all  the  antecedent 
proceedings,  as  is  done  in  the  High  Court  of  Chan- 


(a)  See  Appendix,  Rule  xltt.;  and  titpra,  p.  185. 
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^^^  oeTj(a).  This  practice  is  not  known  to  huve  be^i 
ibllowed  in  this  country ;  nor  does  it  appear  to  be 
necessary  for  any  purpose  of  justice.    Indeed,  the 

(a)  The  fbOowing  is  giten  in  Manlott'B  Faaaaktxyj  as  %  prsoedent 
for  a  First  Decree  for  wages.  Like  all  the  precedents  in  tlus  book,  it 
is  drawn,  as  will  be  seen,  with  great  neatness  and  perspicaity.  Sir 
Jamxs  Marriott,  the  learned  reader  will  remember,  was  the  imme- 
diate predecessor  of  Sir  Willum  Scott,  afterwards  Lord  Stowxll, 
as  Judge  of  the  Hig^  Court  of  Admiralty  i  and  these  forms  are  stated, 
in  the  title  page,  to  haye  been  *'  perused  and  approved  as  correct,"  by 
him.  It  is  belieyed  to  be  the  only  collection  of  admiralty  precedoits 
ever  published  in  England,  and  it  has  nerer  heen  reprinted  in  this 
country.  The  forms  are  given  with  scsrooly  a  word  of  explanation, 
and  with  little  regard  to  order  in  their  arrangement. 

^^ FirgiDecree for  Wage». 

In  the  name  of  God,  Amen.  Before  you,  the  right  worshipful  Sir 
James  Marriott,  knight,  doctor  of  laws,  lieutenant,  judge,  or  presi- 
dent of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  lawfully  constituted, 
the  proctor  for  late  nuuiners  oi,  and 

belonging  to  the  ship  or  vessel  called  the  (whoceof 

now  is  or  lately  was  master),  doth  say,  allege,  and  by  this  writing  pro- 
pound in  law  agunst  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and 
against  all  persons  in  general  having  or  pretending  to  have  any  righ^ 
title  or  interest  in  the  same,  that  the  said 

mentioned  in  the  schedule  or  affidavit  hereunto  annexed,  were,  in  the 
year  and  months  mentioned  in  the  said  affidavit  and  schedule  hereunto 
annexed,  or  in  some  or  one  of  them,  within  the  flux  and  reflux  of  tiie 
sea,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  oi  the  said  High  Court  of  Admiral^ 
of  England,  shipped  and  hired  to  serve  on  board  the  said  ship,  in  the 
voyage  and  voyages  to  be  performed  and  afterwards  performed  by  the 
said  ship,  at  xke  rate  of  Wlges  and  for  the  sum  of  money  in  tiie  said 
schedule  and  affidavit  mentioned ;  and  the  said 
did  perform  their  duty  in  the  said  ship  for  the  time  mentioned 

in  the  said  schedule  and  affidavit,  and  did  well  and  truly  deserve  the 
sum  of  money  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  and  affidavit,  for  their 
services  performed  and  necessary  expenses  on  board  the  said  ship ',  and 
that  the  said  money  mentioned  in  the  sud  schedule  is  due  and  ought 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  for  their  wages,  for 

their  service  performed  and  necessary  expenses  on  board  the  said  riiip: 
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prolixity » of  deorees  in  chancery  has  called  forth  ohap.ii. 
expressions  of  regret  from  more  than  one  of  thjB 
English    chancellors.    Lord    HabiDwick  said    he 

also  that  the  wages  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  and  afiSdavit  (which 
affidavit  and  sdiedole,  the  prpctor,  propounding  them,  prayed  may  be 
admitted  as  if  here  read  and  inserted)  amounts,  after  deducting  what 
18  due  for  Greenwich  and  the  mercliants'  hospitals,  to  the  sum  follow- 
ing, to  wit :  the  wages  due  to  the  said  to  the  sum  of 

those  due  to  to  the  sum  of 

and  those  doe  to  to  the  sunt  of 

• 

of  lawful  m<mey  of  Great  Britain.    Whereupon 
the  said  haying  no  other  hopes' of  recoyering 

their  aforeSidd  wages,  but  by  arresting  the  sud  ship  and  her  taclcle, 
apparel  and  furaitore,  haye  procured  the  same  to  be  arrested,  by  yirtiie 
of  a  wamnt  under  the  seal  of  the  said  court;  and  haye  caused  all 
persons  in  general,  haying  or  pretending  to  haye  any  right,  title  or 
interest  In  the  premises,  to  be  cited  to  appear  before  you  the  aforesaid 
Jodge^  or  your  suirogate,  at  a  certain  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the 
nud  warxanty  to  answer  to  the  said  in  a 

eertain  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages,  dyil  and  maritime:  all  which 
persons  in  general,  dted  as  aforesaid,  being  called  and  not  appearing, 
bat  contumaciously  absenting  themselyes,  stand  in  contempt,  by  haying 
incurred  iour  defitults ;  all  which  premises  were  and  are  true,  public 
and  notorious,  and  thereof  th^re  was  and  is  a  public  yoice  and  fame. 
Whereupon  the  oath  required  by  law  being  made,  and  the  proctor  for 
the  said  praying  r^t  and  justice  to  be  done, 

and  the  said  to  be  put  in  possession  of  the 

said  ship,  her  tackle,  ^>parel  and  furniture,  with  effect  according  to 
the  extent  of  their  debts,  that  their  property  may  be  preserved,  and 
for  the  expenses  in  this  behalf,  by  this  your  first  decree,  according  to 
the  style,  manner  and  practice  of  proceeding  in  the  said  court  in  the 
like  cases;  which  premises  he  doth  propoii^d  Jointiy  and  severally,  not 
restraining  himself  to  prove  all  and  singular  the  premises ;  but  as  &r 
as  he  shall  prove  therein,  he  humbly  prays  he  may  obtain  in  his  de- 
mands, the  right  and  benefit  of  the  law  being  always  preserved,  humbly 
praying  your  aid  and  assistance  herein. 

All  which  premises,  we.  Sir  Jamss  Marriott,  knight,  doctor  of 
laws,  the  judge  aforesaid,  haying  maturely  weighed  and  considered  the 
same,  do  admit,  and  do  pronounce,  decree  and  declare  that  the  same 
ought  to  be  admitted,  and  that  the  deikults  aforesaid  have  been  made 
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TOT^t.  wished  that  orders  in  that  court  were  drawn  witk 
the  same  brevity  as  those  in  oonrts  of  law;  and 
this  wish  has  been  accomplished  with  respect  to 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  as  courts  of  equify, 
by  one  of  the  new  rules  of  equity  practice  pre- 
scribed by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
by  which  it  is  ordained,  that  ^^  in  drawing  up  de- 
crees and  orders,  neither  the  bill  nor  answer,  nor 
♦  Qther  pleadings.nor  any  part  tixewo^  nor  the  import 
of  any  master,  nor  any  other  prior  proceeding, 
shall  be  recited  or  stated  in  the  decree  <ur  order ; 
but  the  decree  and  order  shall  begin  in  substance 
as  follows :  *  This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  (or  to 
be  further  heard,  as  the  case  may  be  )  at  this  term, 
and  was  argued  by  counsel;  and  thereupon,  upon 
consideration  thereof  it  was  ordered,  adjudged  and 
decreed  as  follows,  viz  :*  '^ 

The  present  learned  judge  of  the  District  Court 
for  the  Southern  District  of  New-York,  states,  in 
his  summary  of  the  practice  of  that  court,  that  in 
the  minutes  of  the  Vice-admiralty  Court  of  New- 

M  is  above  alleged  i  and  do  pronounce,  decree  and  declare  that  the 
said  Bchedulate,  ought  to  be  put  in  poflseBsion 

of  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  (umitare  (sufficient  securi^ 
being  first  given  to  the  said  effect,  as  is  usual  in  like  cases)  ;  and  bj 
this  our  first  decree  do  adjudge  and  declare  the  possession  of  the  sud 
ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  fiimiture  to  the  said 

JAMES  MARRIOTT. 
William  Battimb. 

This  first  decree  was  signed  and  promulged  bjrthe  right  worshipful 
Sir  Jambs  Marriott,  knight,  the  judge,  in  the  dining  room  adjoining 
to  the  common  hall  of  Doctors  Commoms,  on  the  day  of 

in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
in  the  presence  of  R.  J.,  one  of  the  Deputy  Registrars." 
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York,  the  opinion  of  the  judge  is  often  found  entered  ^^  ^^' 
at  large(a).  And  in  many  of  the  cases  reported  in 
Peters^s  Admiralty  Decisions,  what  is  called  the 
**Decree,''  consists  of  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
terminating  in  a  formal  decree  commencing  like  the 
ordering  or  decreboH  pwrt  of  a  decree  in  chancery ; 
and  this,  I  infer,  was  the  only  decree  drawn  up. 
In  one  case,  the  opinion  commences  with  the  remark 
that  ^^  The  state  of  the  case  will  appear  in  the  libel, 
and  the  testimony  and  exhibits  in  this  cause ;  ^  and, 
after  discussmg  and  determining  the  questions  of 
law  on  which  the  case  turned,  concludes  with  a 
formal  decree,  awarding  and  apportioning  salvage, 
and  commencing  thus:  *^I  do  therefore  adjudge, 
order  and  decree,"  etc.(i).  The  first  volume  ot 
these  reports  contains  full  reports  of  two  cases  con- 
ducted by  very  able  lawyers,  decided  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  for  the  District  of  New-York — the  one 
in  1797,  by  Judge  TBoxnp(c?) ;  and  the  other  a  few 
years  later,  by  Judge  HoBABT(<i).  In  both  of  these 
cases,  the  decree  is  given  m  extenso.  In  the  first  it 
commences  thus:  ^  The  court,  having  taken  time  to 
advise  in  this  cause  until  this  day,  doth  now  order, 
sentence  and  decree,  and  it  is  hereby  ordered,  sen- 
tenced and  decreed  by  the  court,  that,"  etc  In  the 
second,  the  decree  commences  thus:  '^The  court, 
having  taken  time  to  advise  as  to  its  decree,  and  as 
to  the  proportion  and  distribution  of  salvage  in  this 
cause,  doth  now  order  and  decree  that,"  etc 

(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Practice,  97. 

{h)  La  BeUe  Creole^  1  Adm.  Decisioitf,  31. 

f  d)  The  Harmony^  ib.,  34,  note. 

(d)  The  J^er9(mj  ih^  46^  ikoiB. 
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rm^%        In  the  report  of  the  knportant  salvage  case  cf 
The  Blaireau^  finally  dedded  on  appeal  to  the 
Snpreme  Gonrt^  the  decree,  both  of  iJie  district  and 
oironit  conrti  is  ^yen  at  large(a)«    It  aroae  in  the 
District  of  Maryland^  daring  the  time  of  Judge 
WufGHESTEB,    a  leamed  and  accurate  admiralty 
lawyer.    It  ccHnmences  as  follows:  "The  oomiad 
for  the  parties  respectively  intervening  in  tiiis  canae, 
were  heard  by  the  court;  and  tibeir  argnment^ 
together  with  all  and  singular  the  proceedings  and 
testimony  in  this  cause,  were  by  the  .court  maturely 
considered*    And  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  the 
circumstances  of  extreme  danger  under  which  the 
salvage  of  the  ship  Blaireau  and  caigo  was  eflfected, 
require  a  salvage  compensation  as  liberal  as  is  a»ir 
sistent  with  precedents  and  legal  principles;  that 
the  danger,  labor,''  etc    It  then  proceeds  to  state  the 
conclusions  of  the  judge  as  to  the  particular  mnitB 
and  claims  of  the  several  salvors,  and  closes  with  an 
award  of  salvage  to  each,'  commencing  thus:  "  It  is, 
this  14th  day  of  July,  1808,  by  me,  Jakes  Wnr- 
oHBEriBB,  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  Mioyland  District,  and  by  the  power  and 
authority  of  this  court,  ordered,  adjudged  and  de- 
creed, that^''  etc    The  decree  of  Judge  Ghasb, 
made  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court,  commences  as 
follows ;  ^^This  court  having  heard  the  parties  on 
the  appeal  in  this  cause,  by  their  counsel,  and  fully 
examined  the  eyidence,  exhibits  and  proo&,  and 
maturely  considered  the  same,  do  order,  adjudge  and 

(a)  2  Onaich'8  R.,  240  (1  Ourtis's  Deds.  S.  0^  479). 
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decree,  and  it  is  hereby  ordered,  a^jndged  and  de-  ™^'"* 
creed  by  the  said  court,  that,"  etc. 

In  one  of  the  above  cited  cases  decided  in  the 
New^York  district,  the  decretal  words,  as  we  have 
seen,  are  "order  and  decree;"  and  in  the  other, 
"  order,  sentence  and  decree  f  and  this  latter  form 
is  understood  to  be  usually  employed  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New -York.  The  correspondent  words 
used  in  the  Pennsylvania  district,  in  the  time  of 
Jndg^VmjSBS,  weu>  adjudge,  order  md  decree.  In 
the  case  of  The  JSlaireau^  above  cited,  the  terms 
employed,  both  in  the  district  and  in  the  circuit 
court,  areorder,  adfvdge  and  decree,  being  those  in 
£itmiliar  use  in  courts  of  chancery ;  and  this  same 
phraseology  was  used  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  proceeding  to  render  such  decree 
as  the  circuit  court  ought  to  have  rendered,  in 
another  more  recent  case(a). 

The  tmiform  language  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  England  appears  to  be  ^^  pronounce, 
decree  cmd  decla/reP  The  term  "  pronounce "  seems 
to  be  peculiarly  distinctive  of  the  admiralty  juris- 
diction«  It  is  almost  invariably  found,  as  the 
learned  reader  will  not  have  failed  to  remark,  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  reported  judgments  of  the 
court,  to  express  the  result,  as,  for  example,  in 
cases  of  bottomry :  **  I  therefore  prorumnce  for  the 
validity  of  the  bond  "  To  indulge  in  the  expression 
of  some  regret  that  the  language,  in  this  instance, 
of  the  English  court  has  not  been  adopted  in  this 

(a)  The  Virgin^  8  Peten's  IL,  538  (11  Ourtu's  Decis.  S.  C,  208). 
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T^s.  oonntry,  or  to  cherish  a  hope  that  it  may  yet  find 
favor  in  our  courtet,  as  a  type^  if  not  a  droit  of  the 
admiralty,  might  seem  to  be  puerile;  and  to 
recommend  its  adoption,  might  appear  to  savor  <^ 
arrogance. 
pgy  Decrees  are  usually  drawn    up  by  the  derk, 

^tt7£ii.  according  to  the  forms  in  nse  in  the  particular 
coort  in  which  they  are  rendered.  Decrees  in  the 
English  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  it  is  believed, 
are  always  signed  by  the  judge ;  and  a  certificate  is 
thereunto  subjoined  by  the  registrar,  stating  the 
fact,  time  and  place  of  signature.  In  the  Southern 
District  of  New  -York,  and,  as  I  learn,  also  in  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  the  signaturjB  of  the 
judge  to  the  separate  decree  is  not  deemed  necessary ; 
but  in  the  former  district,  and  it  is  presumed  also  in 
the  other  districts  where  the  decree  itself  is  not 
signed  by  the  judge,  the  enrolment^  or  record  of 
g^«j  tiie  judgment  of  the  court,  is  signed  by  him(a).  It 
is  not  supposed  to  be  necessary,  or  that  it  is  in  any 


of  the  districts  deemed  to  be  indispensable,  that  the 
decree  should  be  enrolled  preparatory  to  its  execu- 
tion. Its  entry  ajmd  acta^  it  is  believed,  is  considered 
to  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose(i). 
u^'^rt  to  The  liberal  provision  made  by  our  laws  for  the 
S!rad«SL»  rehearing  of  causes  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court 
fix)m  the  decrees  of  the  district  court^  renders  the 
question  of  the  power  of  the  latter  court  to  vary  its 
own  decrees  of  far  less  importance  than  it  would 

(a)  BettB's  Adm.  Practioey  98. 

(6)  Its  contents  are  prescribed  by  %  kte  act  of  Oongress.     VuU 
u|frtf,  ch.  zii. 


» 
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otherwise  be ;  but  inconsiderable  as  the  snm  in  con-  «hap.  m. 
troversy  is  which  is  requisite  to  sustain  the  right  of 
appeal,  there  are  occasionally  snits,  especially  for 
seamen's  wages,  in  which  the  amount  in  controversy 
is  less  tlum  this  sum*  It  is  to  be  considered,  more- 
over, that  the  delay  and  expense  incident  to  an 
appeal  may  sometimes  render  this  foim  of  relief  of 
little  or  no  value  to  the  party  concerned,  even  where 
from  misapprehension  or  inadvertence  on  the  part 
of  the  court,  or  deception  on  the  part  of  the  success- 
ful litigant,  or  other  cause,  the  district  court  may 
have  been  led  into  palpable  error,  which  it  would 
gladly  correct  at  once,  upon  motion,  if  it  had  the 
power. 

In  addition,  therefore,  to  the  authority  conferred, 
or  rather  recognized  by  one  of  the  new  rules,  to  set 
aside  defaults  for  contumacy  on  the  return-day  ot 
the  mesne  process(a),  another  of  these  rules  provides 
that  "  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  upon  motion 
of  the  defendant  and  the  payment  of  costs,  rescind 
the  decree  in  any  suit  in  which,  on  account  of  his 
contumacy  and  default,  the  matter  of  the  libel  shall 
have  been  decreed  against  him,  and  grant  a  rehearing 
thereof,  at  any  time  within  ten  days  after  the  decree 
has  been  entered,  the  defendant  submitting  to  such 
farther  orders  and  terms  in  the  premises  as  the  court 
may  direct(d).''  But  these  rules  are  silent  as  to  any 
power  in  the  district  courts  to  vary  a  decree  in  a  con- 
tested suit,  and  I  have  met  with  no  authoritative 
judicial  decision  on  this  point  The  question  is 
briefly  discussed,  under  the  head  of  "  Rehearing 

(a)  Vide  tupra,  chapter  ti.  (6)  See  Appendix,  Role  xi. 
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toim9.  an^  Eeview,**  by  the  learned  jn^ge  of  the  District 
.Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New-York,  in  his  summary  of  the  practice  of  that 
court(a),  in  which  it  has  ^Iso  been  deemed  to  be  a 
fit  subject  for  regulation  by  general  rules(d)» 

It  is  not  a  little  remarkable  that  a  question  of  so 
much  practical  importance  should  have  remained 
undetermined  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of 
England,  until  since  the  accession  of  Dr.  Lubhinq- 
TON,  the  present  distinguished  judge  of  that  court 
An  application  was  made  to  him,  in  the  case  iiere 
alluded  to,  to  modify  a  decree  pronounced  a  few 
months  before  by  Sir  John  Nigholl,  his  immediate 
predecessor ;  and  the  question  of  his  power  to  do 
so  was  treated  both  by  the  counsel  and  the  court 
as  an  original  one,  substentially  new,  and  unaf- 
fected  by  any  antecedent  decisicm  or  usage  of  the 
court 

The  suit  was  a  cause  of  collision  promoted  by  the 
owners  of  a  fishing  smack  named  the  Success,  against 
a  steam  vessel,  the  Monarch,  for  damage  sustained 
at  sea,  whereby  the  smack  was  totally  lost 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Sir  John  Nighoix 

(a)  Bette's  Adm.  Pnctioe,  100  et  Beq, 

(6)  The  roles  referred  to  in  the  text  are  as  follows : 

"KULE  156. 
'*  A  rehearing  will  not  be  granted  in  any  matter  in  which  a  decree  has 
been  rendered,  onlesa  application  is  made  at  the  term  when  the  decree 

* 

is  pronounced^  or  there  is  a  stay  of  proceedings  by  order  of  the  judge* 

"RULE  157. 
"  No  libel  of  review  will  be  entertained  in  caases  subject  to  appeal, 
nor  unless  filed  before  the  enrolment  of  the  decree  or  return  of  final 
process  issued  in  the  cause." 
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pronounced  both  parties  in  the  cause  to  have  been  ok^i^ 
in  faulty  .and  decreed  the  loss  to  be  borne  equally 
between  them ;  "  and  an  interlocutory  decree  was 
taken  down  by  the  registrar  in  the  assignation  book, 
in  the  fbllowing  words :  ^  The  judge  being  assisted 
by  Captains  Timbrell  and  Hayman,  two  of  the  elder 
brethren  of  the  Trinity  Corporation,  and  having  read 
the  act  and  the  evidence,  by  interlocutory  decree 
pronounced  the  collision  in  question  in  this  cause  to 
have  been  equally  the  fault  of  the  masters  and  crews 
of  the  said  ship  Monarch  and  the  said  smack  Success ; 
and  for  a  moiety  only  of  the  damage  proceeded  for, 
and  condemned  the  owners  of  the  said  ship  Monarch, 
Pulley's  parties,  and  the  bail  given  in  their  behalf, 
in  a  moiety  of  the  amount  of  such  damage,  and  of 
the  oa&te  incurred  on  behalf  of  Pitcher's  parties  in 
this  cause.  And  the  judge,  at  the  further  petition 
of  Pitcher,  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants 
the  amount  of  the  damage  pronounced  for,  together 
with  all  accounts  and  vouchers  brought  in  or  here- 
after to  be  brought  in  relative  thereto,  to  report 
thereon.' " 

By  this  decree,  it  will  be  seen,  the  owners  of  the 
vessel  proceeded  against,  in  addition  to  being  left 
to  pay  their  own  costs,  were  subjected  also  to  the 
payment  of  one-half  the  costs  of  the  promovent; 
whereas,  according  to  a  judgment  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  pronounced  several  years  before,  in  which 
the  question  of  costs  was  fully  discussed  and  con- 
ffldered,  each  party  ought  to  have  been  required  to 
pay  their  own  costs.  The  application  was  made  in 
behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Monarch,  "  to  vary  the 
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T^t.  decree  in  question  as  regarded  coits,  on  the  grannd 
that  it  was  inequitable,  and  that  the  late  jndge  could 
not  have  intended  to  burthen  them  with  three*fourths 
of  the  expenses :  on  the  contrary,  that  he  had  actu- 
ally directed  the  parties  to  pay  their  reipective 
costs,  as  was  set  forth  in  the  affidavits  of  persons  of 
respectability  who  had  taken  notes  of  the  judgnaent 
at  the  time.'*  It  appeared,  however,  ^  that  previous 
to  the  entry  of  the  decree  in  the  assignation  book,  a 
draft  thereof  was  submitted  by  the  registrar  to  the 
judge  in  chambers,  who  confirmed  its  accuracy  and 
approved  of  its  contents." 

Dr.  LusHUfOTON  said  he  could  not  allow  the  re^s- 
trar^s  entry  to  be  questioned,  upon  the  averments  of 
another  person  as  to  what  took  place  at  the  time, 
especially  after  the  registrar's  statement  that  he  sub- 
sequently took  the  opinion  of  the  late  learned  judge 
as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  decree.  And  in  reply  to 
the  remark  of  the  counsel  for  the  owners  of  the 
Monarch,  that  this  opinion  was  taken  in  the  absence 
of  the  parties  interested  and  their  advisers ;  and  that 
if  the  late  judge  had  heard  counsel  on  the  subject, 
he  would  never  have  sanctioned  the  decree  as  it 
stood  recorded — Dr.  Lubhington  observed:  "It 
may  be  so,  but  I  cannot  help  that ;  the  court  must 
uphold  the  statement  of  its  registrar.  With  respect 
to  the  present  application,  I  should  be  disposed  so 
far  to  alter  the  decree,  as  to  meet  what  I  conceive 
to  be  the  equity  of  the  case ;  but  I  am  not  aware 
that  the  court  possesses  the  power  to  do  so  in  the 
present  instance."  The  counsel  admitted  his  inability 
to  famish  any  precedents  in  support  of  the  applicar 
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tioDi  and  it  was  directed  to  stand  over,  that  cases  ^^^*  i^* 
miglit  be  looked  into.  On  a  subsequent  day  some 
cases  were  cited,  having,  however,  but  a  remote  rela- 
tion to  the  question  before  the  court ;  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  motion,  it  was  contended  that^  as  in  the 
present  instance  there  was  no  omission  to  be  sup- 
plied, and  no  amb^uity  to  be  explained,  these  cases 
were  inapplicable ;  that  the  decree  in  question  was 
clear  and  perfect  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  that  the 
applicaticm  was,  in  point  of  fact,  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  the  late  judge;  that  its  admission  would 
be  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  practice  of  the 
court,  and  be  attended  with  great  inconvenience; 
and  that  a  similar  application  had  been  held  inad- 
missible by  the  Privy  Council,  in  the  case  of  Ths 
.  Elimbeth. 

Dr.  LuBHiKQTOK,  iu  pronouncing  his  judgment.^ 
assumed  that  the  decree,  as  it  had  been  taken  down, 
was  in  fact  the  decree  of  the  late  judge ;  and  after 
commenting  upon  the  case  above  mentioned  decided 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  after  stating  his  convic- 
tion that  if,  at  the  time  the  decree  in  question  was 
pronounced  by  Sir  John  Nicholl,  he  had  been 
aware  of  that  decision,  he  would  have  decreed  in 
conformity  with  it ;  and  that  if  afterwards,  during 
his  continuance  in  office,  it  had  been  made  known 
to  him,  he  would  have  desired  to  alter  his  decree, 
and  would  have  done  so  if  he  supposed  he  had  the 
power — the  learned  judge  proceeded  to  observe 
as  follows : 

**  Being  of  this  opinion ,  I  have  now  to  consider  whether  I  have 
anthority,  according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  court,  to 
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Tos^t.  rwrj  thia  d«eree;  so  br^  at  loasti  m  thejeaned  judge  hiniBelf 
would  hav«  varied  it,  if  the  case  of  Say  t.  Le  Nerve  bad  1>e6D 
brought  to  hia  notice. 

*'  It  has  been  argued,  that  great  inconTenience  will  ensua,  if 
decrees  of  this  court,  after  they  have  once  been  made,  can  be 
altered,  Taried  or  rescinded.  If  it  was  a  frequent  practice  to  alter 
the  decisions  of  this  eourt|  much  evil  and  inconvenience  would 
undoubtedl  J  ensue  in  consequence.  At  the  same  time  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  great  injustice  m^y  be  occasioned,  if  this  oourt  hss 
not  such  a  discretionary  power  of  varying  its  decrees,  as  is  pee* 
sessed  by  other  courts  of  this  country.  The  Court  of  Chancery, 
before  enrollment  of  a  decree,  may,  and  often  does  alter,  vary, 
and  amend  It;  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  upon  what  grounds 
this  court,  in  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  is  to  be  precluded  from  a 
similar  discretionary  authority. 

*'  In  the  exercise  of  this  authority,  I  should,  I  trust,  use  the 
greatest  caution ;  and  the  limit  which  I  would  propose  to  myself 
in  ftiture  cases  is  this,  merely  to  make  such  an  alteration  of  an 
error  arising  from  defect  of  knowledge  or  information  upon  a  pai^ 
ticular  point,  as  the  justice  of  the  case  requires.  At  the  same 
time,  let  it  be  understood,  that  it  must  be  an  error  instantly 
noticed,  and  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  with  the  utmost 
possible  diligence. 

^  With  respect  to  the  case  before  the  court,  if  I  could  satisfy  my 
conscience  that,  in  varying  this  decree,  I  was  departing  from  what 
would  have  been  the  real  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nicboix,  I  would 
abstain  from  making  any  alteration  in  the  terms  of  the  minute, 
as  it  has  been  taken  down  by  the  registrar  in  the  present  instance. 
But  believing  that  I  am  about  to  effect,  not  only  what  I  have 
authority  to  do,  but  what  the  late  learned  judge  himself  would 
have  done,  if  he  were  sitting  in  this  chair,  I  think  that  I  am  bound 
to  vary  tiiis  decree  to  the  extent  of  making  it  accord  with  the 
judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords;  namely,  that  each  party  should 
pay  their  own  costs. 

^  With  regard  to  the  costs  which  have  been  incurred  subsequently 
to  the  decree,  I  shall  adopt  the  same  course.  I  shall  not  give 
Mr.  Pulley  his  costs,  because  I  think  that  Mr.  Pitcher  was  right 
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in  standing  hj  the  deoroe  whioli  was  the  decree  of  the  court    It    ohap.si. 
ia  an  unfortunate  case,  but  I  cannot  do  otherwi8e(a)/' 

I  have  not  hesitated  to  cite  this  case  so  much  at 
large,  because  it  contains,  so  far  as  I  have  disco- 
vered,  the  only  exposition  of  the  views  entertained 
by  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  touching 
its  powers  to  reform  its  own  decrees(i). 

It  seems  very  clear  that  the  learned  judge  enter- 
tained no  notion  of  any  power  in  the  court  analogous 
to  that  exercised  by  courts  of  equity  on  a  bill  of 
review,  or  of  any  power  to  grant  a  rehearing  upon 
questions  of  fact.  The  only  power  which  he  felt 
himself  warranted  in  asserting,  was  that  of  making 
'^  such  an  alteration  of  an  error,  arising  from  defect 
of  knowledge  or  information  upon  a  particular  pointy 
as  the  justice  of  the  case  requires."  The  error  to 
be  corrected  in  the  case  before  him  was  an  error 
of  law ;  and  it  was  unnecessary  for  him  to  decide^ 
whether  the  principle  he  adopted  was,  in  his  judg- 
ment, applicable  also  to  an  erronous  conclusion  or 
mistake  of  the  court  respecting  a  question  of  fact 

(a)  The  Monarek^  1  W.  Bobinaon'a  R.,  21. 

(6)  This  case  poeaesaefl,  howenr,  an  additional  mterest  on  aooount 
of  the  light  it  aheda  upon  the  forma  of  prooedure  in  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty. 
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CHAPTER  XIL 

ABPEALS. 
GsNSVi'  PtoNoiPLSfl  Rboitlatiko  the  Right  ot  Appsal. 

Ths  legislation  of  Congress  on  the  subject  of  appeals^ 
is,  in  some  respects,  obscnre,  and  has  fAven  rise  to 
several  perpleS^g  questions ;  but  the  kwa  being  of 
early  date,  the  questions  here  more  particularly 
alluded  to  have  long  since  been  settled,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  bring  them  under  review. 

The  right  of  appeal  is  conferred,  defined  and 
regulated  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1803,  cL  20(a);  which,  however,  adopts 
and  applies  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  2  2d, 
23d  and  24th  sections  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  24th 
September,  1789,  ch.  20(5),  respecting  writs  of 
error. 

The  Judiciary  Act  gave  an  appeal  from  final 
decrees  in  a  district  court,  in  causes  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction,  where  the  matter  in 
dispute  exceeded  the  sum  or  value  of  three  hun- 
dred dollars,  exclusive  of  costs,  to  the  next  circuit 
oourt(o).  This  is  the  only  remedy  by  appeal  pro- 
vided for  by  that  act ;  but  it  gave  a  writ  of  error, 
which  might  be  brought  at  any  timc^  within  five 

(a)  1  Stat,  at  Lai^,  244.       (b}  Ibid.,  73.       (c)  Ibid.,  §  21. 


APPEALS.  369 

years,  for  the  reezammation  of  final  jadgmtots  in  <^^-  "• 
all  other  civil  cases,  involving  the  sum  or  value  of 
fifty  dollars,  from  the  district  court  to  the  circuit 
court ;  and  from  the  circuit  court  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  all  civil  actions  originally  brought  in  a 
circuit  court^  or  removed  to  it  from  a  state  court, 
or  having  come  by  appeal  from  the  district  court, 
when  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeded  the  sum  or 
value  of  two  thousand  dollars(a). 

This  act  also  directs  that  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses, in  all  cases,  in  suits  in  equity,  and  in  those 
of  admiralty  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  in  suits  at  com- 
mon law,  shall  be  taken,  not  on  commission,  or  by 
examiners  out  of  court,  as  is  usual  in  courts 
proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  civil  law, 
but  by  vwa  voce  examination  in  open  court(i). 

The  proper  and  well  known  office  of  a  writ  of 
error,  is,  to  bring  under  the  revision  of  the  appel- 
late court,  merely  the  questions  of  law  in  the 
decision  of  which  the  inferior  court  is  sui^>osed  to 
have  erred ;  and  when  restricted  to  common  law 
actions  in  which  questions  of  fact  are  decided  by  a 
jury,  and  where  rdief  against  an  erroneous  verdict 
may  be  obtained  by  a  new  trial,  a  writ  of  error  is 
sufficient  for  all  the  purposes  of  justice.  But  to 
limit  the  parties  to  this  form  of  redress  in  equity 
and  admiralty  causes,  in  which  the  court,  proceed- 
ing according  to  the  course  of  the  civil  law,  decides 
the  questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law,  was  an  inno^ 
vation  upon  all  antecedent  precedent  of  which  the 

(a)  1  Sut  at  Large,  73,  §  22.  (6)  Ibid.,  §  30. 
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▼^t-  Boitor  had  a  right«to  oomplaitu  Hie  act,  it  is  tne^ 
made  it  the  duty  of  circnit  coartSi  in  canBes  in 
equity  and  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jorisdiction, 
to  cause  the  ^^  facts,'*  on  which  they  founded  l^ir 
sentence  or  decree,  folly  to  appear  upon  the  reeord, 
either  from  the  pleadings  and  decree  itself  or  a 
state  of  the  case  agreed  by  the  parties  or  th^r 
counsel ;  or,  if  they  disagreed,  by  a  stating  of  the 
case  by  the  court(a).  But  this  provision  did  not 
supply  the  deficiency  suggested;  for  it  still  left  the  . 
appellate  court  without  any  adequate  means  of 
determining  whether  the  court  below  might  not 
have  erred  in  drawing  conclusions  from  the  evidence^ 

The  limitation  of  the  right  of  appeal  from  the 
district  courts  to  the  circuit  courts  in  admiralty 
causes,  to  those  in  which  the  sum  or  value  in  con* 
troversy  exceeded  three  hundred  dollars,  while  at 
the  same  time  a  writ  of  error  was  given  in  common 
law  suits  involving  no  more  than  the  amount  of  fifty 
dollars,  was  also  deemed  to  be  inconsistent  and  ob- 
jectionable. 

To  remedy  these  defects,  the  amendatory  act  of 
1808  above  cited  was  passed,  the  second  section  of 
which  (the  first  imd  only  other  section  relating  to  a 
different  subject)  is  as  follows : 

^  Sec.  2.  And  he  it  further  enacted^  That  from  all  final  judg- 
ments or  decrees  in  any  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States, 
an  appeal,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  shall 
exceed  the  sum  or  value  of  fifty  dollars,  shall  be  allowed  to  the 
circuit  court  next  to  be  holden  in  the  district  where  such  judgment 
or  judgments,  decree  or  decrees,  may  be  rendered ;  and  the  circuit 

(a)  1  Stat,  at  Large,  $  19. 
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cowt  or  ooiirts  are  hereby  authoriied  and  required  to-reoeivey  oia^.Ui 
hear  and  determine  such  appeal :  And  that  from  all  final  judg- 
ments or  decrees  rendered  in  any  circuit  court,  or  in  any  district 
court  acting  as  a  circuit  court,  in  cases  of  equity,  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  of  prize  or  no  prize,  an  appeal 
irhere  the  matter  in  dispute,  ^xdusire  of  costs,  shall  exceed  the 
sum  or  ralne  of  two  thousand  dollars,  shall  be  allowed  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States;  and  upon  such  ap- 
peal, a  transcript  of  the  libel^  bill,  answer,  depositions,  and  all 
other  proceedings  of  what  kind  soever  in  the  cause,  shall  be  * 
transmitted  to  the  said  Supreme  Court ;  and  that  no  new  evidence 
shall  be  received  in  the  said  court,  on  the  hearing  of  such  appeal, 
except  in  admiralty  and  prize  causes;  and  that  such  appeals  shall 
be  sulject  to  the  same  rules,  regulations  and  restrictions  as  are 
prescribed  in  law  in  case  of  writs  of  error ;  and  thejiaid  Supreme 
Court  shall  be,  and  hereby  is  authorized  and  required  to  receive, 
hear  and  determine  such  appeals.  And  that  so  much  of  .the 
nineteenth  and  twenty-second  sections  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
entitled  *  An  act  to  establish  the  judicial  courts  of  the  United 
States,'  passed  on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  September,  1789,  as 
cornea  within  the  purview  of  this  act,  shall  be»  and  the  same  is 
hereby  repealed(a)/' 

By  l£i8  act^  appeab  from  the  district  to  the  oircnit 
courts  in  admiralty  causes  are  placed  upon  the  same 
footing,  with  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy, 
as  writs  of  error  in  suits  at  common  law ;  and  the 
remedy  by  writ  of  error  from  the  circuit  courts  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  in  admiralty  and  equity  causes, 
is  abolished,  an  appeal  being  given  in  its  stead ;  the 
nineteenth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  requiring  the 
circuit  courts  to  cause  the  facts  on  which  their 
sentence  or  decree  was  founded  to  appear  on  the 
record,  is  repealed,  and  instead  of  the  statement 

(a)  Act  of  March  3, 1803,  di.  40;  1  Stat  at  Large,  244,  §  2. 
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TOT^fc    of  facts,  the  evidmce  itself  is  required  to  be  re- 

txxmed(a). 
^'^^^        According  to  the  constraction  which  these  acts 


^mmJUmp'  have  received,  they  authorize  an  appeal,  in  the 
technical  sense  of  the  term,  <as  contradistinguished 
from  a  writ  of  error,  from  all  final  decrees  of  the 
district  courts,  in  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction,  and  cases  of  prize,  where  the  matter  m 
dbpute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  $50,  exclusive 
of  costs,  to  the  Tieoct  circwU  oawrt  to  be  holden  in  the 
district  where  the  decree  is  pronounced ;  and  frx>m 
all  final  decrees  of  any  circuit  court,  in  cases  of 
equity,  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and 
of  prize,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  excludve  of 
costs,  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  $2000,  at  any 
time  within  five  years  after  the  decree  is  rendered, 
or,  in  case  of  coverture,  infancy,  insanity  or  im- 
prisonment, after  such  disability  shall  have  ceased, 
to  the  Supreme  Court(J). 
J>^^  It  is,  then,  only  from  final  decrees  that  an  ap- 
S?>b^  peal  can  be  taken.  It  rarely  happens  that  there  is 
any  serious  difficulty  in  determining  whether  a 
decree  is  in  its  nature  final  or  not  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  decree,  unless  appealed  from,  should 
be  conclusive  upon  the  rights  asserted  by  the  parties 
in  the  suit;    it  is    sufficient  if  it  determines  the 

(a)  The  San  Pedro^  2  Wheaton's  R.,  132  (4  Curtis'a  Decis,  S.  C, 
67). 

(6)  The  right  of  appeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  territorial  courts 

is  regalated  by  the  several  acts  oiiganizing  the  territorial  governments. 

An  exposition  of  the  laws  upon  the  subject  would  lead  to  undue  de- 

*  tails,  and  is  therefore  omitted.     See  Conkling's  TreaUse  on  the 

National  Courts,  3d  edition,  294-297. 
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paitictdar  cBXjae(a) ;  and  a  deeree  is  final,  as  contrar  otapi^ 
distmgnished  from  an  interlocutory  decree,   when 

it  has  this  eflPect.    But  no  appeal  lies  from  a  decision  ^^^ 

upon  any  matter  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  md^ 

/•     -1  A  t  •  •  J       retting  In 

of  the  courty  as,  for  example,  upon  a  petition  to  diMretton. 
open  a  decree(^) ;  or  upon  a  motion  for  leave  to 
amend  (o);  or  to  reinstate  a  cause  that  has  been 
dismissed  (^ ;  or  to  dissolve  an  injimction  where  the 
bill  is  not  finally  disposed  of(^).  Controversies  ^^p'S!*^ 
have  arisen  relative  to  those  provisions  of  the  acts 
above  cited,  by  which  the  right  of  appeal  is  made 
to  depend  on  the  amount  in  dispute  between  the 
parties ;  and  the  course  of  decision  with  respect  to 
tins  test  of  jurisdiction  has  not  been  altogether 
consistent.  A  principle  has  been  established,  how- 
ever, €ufBlciently  comprehensive  and  exact  to  embrace 
most  cases  likely  to  arise,  and  it  is  this :  that  when 
a  specific  amount  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  if  the 
decision  is  adverse  to  his  claim,  whether  wholly  or 
in  part,  and  an  appeal  is  interposed  by  him,  such 
amount  will  be  deemed  to  be  the  sum  or  value  in 
dispute,  because  he  may  ultimately  recover  that 
sum;  and  consequently  the  appeal  will  lie:  but 

(a)  Weston  y.  The  CUy  Council  of  Charleston^  2  Peters's  R.,  449 
(8  Curtifl'e  Decis.  S.  0.,  171). 

(6)  Brockett  et  al.  v.  Srockett,  2  Howard's  R.,  238  (15  Curtis's 
Decis.  S.  0.,  107). 

(c)  Marine  Insurance  Co.  of  Jlexandria  t.  Hodgson,  6  Cranch's 
R.,  206  (2  Gurtis's  Decis.  8. 0.,  373) ;  Watson  y.  Craigy  9  Wheaton's 
R.,  576  (6  Gurtis's  Decis.  S.  G.,  192) ;  Chirac  y.  Reinicker,  11  Whea- 
toD's  R.,  280  (6  Gurtis's  Decis.  S.  G.,  695). 

(d)  Welsh  V.  Mandeville,  7  Granch's  R.,  152  (2  Gurtis's  Decis  S.  G., 
493). 

(e)  Verden  y.  Coleman,  18  Howard's  R.,  86. 
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▼^ii  whatever  may  hare  been  the  ameimt  daimed,  die 
def endemics  right  of  appeal  dep^ids  upon  the  amoimt 
decreed(a). 
SSSSto.  ^  A  ^t  proeecated  by  or  against  several  penons 
jointly,  each  haying  a  separate  interest ;  as  in  the 
case  of  seamen  sningifointly  for  wages,  or  of  several 
claimants  in  a  snit  in  rem^  claiming  difierent  poi^ 
tions  of  the  property  proceeded  f^ainst,  by  distinct 
and  independent  titles ;  no  a]^peal  can  be  maintained 
on  either  side,  except  with  respect  to  those  interests, 
if  any,  which  are  of  the  required  value ;  and  if  no 
one  of  them  are  of  this  value,  no  appeal  will  lie, 
although,  in  the  aggregate,  they  may  exceed  such 
value(i). 

Decree  pro  formoH  An  appeal  will  be  enter- 
tained by  the  Supreme  Court  from  a  decree  in 
admiralty  rendered  on  aj^al  pro  forma  by  a 
circuit  court,  because  the  presiding  judge  had  been 
counsel  for  one  of  the  parties((?). 

Mods  ot  imnnnmHa  av  apfbal  tbom  ▲  oibouit  oodst  to  tbs 

8UPKBMS  COURT,  AND  TBI  FB00XSDING8  THSBXON. 

The  act  of  1808,  it  will  be  recollected,  contains 
the  following  important  provision.    After  giving  an 

(a)  Cbofcs  T.  Woodrtiw^  5  Cnneh's  B«,  13  (3  OurliB's  Deeis.  S.  0., 
177) ;  Witt  f  Lyn  r.  Tht  CoUmnbian  ItarnpUte  Company^  7  Gruich's 
B.,  276  (2  OiurtiB'8  Deds.  8.  0.,  526) ;  Gordon  et  aL  y.  O^den,  3 
Peten's  IL,  83  (8  OurUs's  Deds.  S.  C,  272) ;  SmiO^Y.  Honey^  id^  469; 

8  id^  491). 

(6)  Oliver  etalj.  Alexander  et  oL,  6  Peten's  R.,  143  (10  Onrtia's 
Dedf.  S.  0.,  69)  ;  Spear  v.  Place^  11  Howard's  R.,  522  (18  Curtis's 
DedB.S.  0.  699);  RichetalY.  LambertetaL,  12  id^  347  (10  id., 
171). 

(c)  The  Steamer  Oregon  t.  Roccch  18  Howard's  B.,  570. 
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appeal  from  the  dktricfe  conrts  to  the  circmt  courts,  cB^t^. 
and  from  the  circmt  conrts  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
as  already  stated,  it  enacts  "  that  &uch  appeals  shall 
le  euhject  to  the  same  ruleSy  regvlations  and  Testrto- 
lions  as  are  prescribed  in  law  in  oases  of  vyrits  of 
error?  In  giving  a  constrnolion  to  this  clause  of 
the  act^  the  question  presented  itself,  what  ^*  law  "  it 
was  that  the  courts  were  required  to  look  to,  for 
the  ^^  rules,  regulations  and  restrictions  "  by  which 
appeals  were  to  be  governed ;  or,  in  other  words^ 
whether  this  enactment  was  to  be  considered  as 
referring  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  other  courts,  or 
to  the  rules,  regulations  and  restrictions  prescribed 
by  the  Judiciary  Act,  respecting  writs  of  error.  The 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  was,  that  it  referred 
to  the  latter*  ^  These  rules,  regulations  and  restric- 
tions,'' say  the  court,  ^  are  contained  in  the  22d  and 
23d  sections  of  the  act  of  1T89,  and  respect  the  time 
within  which  a  writ  of  error  may  be  brought,  and 
in  what  instances  it  shall  operate  as  a  supersedeas ; 
the  citation  to  the  adverse  party ;  the  security  to 
be  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  for  prosecuting 
his  suit ;  the  restrictions  upon  the  appellate  court 
as  to  reversals  in  certain  enumerated  cases.  All 
these  are,  in  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court, 
applicable  to  appeals  under  the  act  of  1803,  and  are 
to  be  substantially  observed  (a)."  The  sections  thus 
referred  to  by  the  court  are  as  follows : 

^  Sxo.  22.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  Thai  final  decrees  and 
judgments  in  civil  actions  in  a  district  courty  where  the  matter  in 

(a)  7%e  San  Pedroy  2  Wheaton's  IL,  132  (4  Oiirtis^s  Decis.  a  0., 
67). 
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▼oi^  ^  dispute  exoeedi  the  sum  of  fifty  doUan,  exchuiTe  of  costs,  maj  be 
re^zamin^  aod  reyened  or  affirmed  in  a  circuit  court  li<ddeii  in 
the  same  district,  upon  a  writ  of  error ;  whereto  shall  be  annexed, 
and  returned  therewith  at  the  day  and  place  therein  mentioned, 
an  authenticated  transcript  of  the  record,  an  assignment  of  errors, 
and  prayer  for  reversal,  with  a  citation  to  the  adverse  party,  signed 
by  the  judge  of  the  distiKt  court,  or  a  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  adverse  party  having  at  least  twenty  days'  notice.  And 
upon  a  like  process,  may  judgments  and  decrees  in  civil  actions, 
and  suits  in  equity  in  a  circuit  court,  brought  there  by  original 
process,  or  removed  there  from  courts  of  the  several  states,  or 
removed  there  by  appeal  from  a  district  court,  where  the  matter 
in  dispute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  two  thousand  dollars,  ex- 
clusive of  costs,  be  reexamined,  and  reversed  or  affirmed  in  the 
Supreme  Court ;  the  citation  being  in  such  case  signed  by  a  judge 
of  such  circuit  court  or  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  ad- 
verse party  having  at  least  thirty  days'  notice.  But  there  shall 
be  no  reversal  in  either  court  on  such  writ  of  error,  for  errors  in 
ruling  any  plea  in  abatement,  other  than  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  or  such  plea  to  a  petition  or  bill  in  equity  as  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  or  for  any  error  in  fact.  And  writs  of 
error  shall  not  be  brought  but  within  five  years  after  rendering  or 
passing  the  judgment  or  decree  complained  of;  or  in  case  the 
person  entitled  to  such  writ  of  error  be  an  infant, /<;me  covert^  non 
compos  mentis^  or  imprisoned,  then  within  five  years  as  aforesaid, 
exclusive  of  the  time  of  such  disability.  And  every  justice  or 
judge,  signing  a  citation  on  any  writ  of  error  as  aforesaid,  shall 
take  good  and  sufficient  security  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  shall 
prosecute  his  writ  of  error  to  effect,  and  answer  all  damages  and 
costs  )f  he  fail  to  make  his  plea  good. 

**  Sec.  23.  And  be  it  further  enacted^  That  a  writ  of  error  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  a  supersedeas  and  stay  of  execution,  in  cases 
only  where  the  writ  of  error  is  served,  by  a  copy  thereof  being 
lodged  for  the  adverse  party  in  the  clerk's  office  where  the  reeord 
remains,  within  ten  days,  Sundays  exclusive,  after  rendering  the 
judgment  or  passing  the  decree  complained  of.  Until  the  expira- 
tion of  which  term  of  ten  days,  executions  shall  not  issue  in  any 
case  where  a  writ  of  error  may  be  a  supersedeas;  and  where,  upon 
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mdi  writ  of  error  the  Supreme  Oourt  or  acirouit  court  abdl  affirm    obap.is. 
a  judgment  or  deoree,  they  shall  a<yudge  or  decree  to  the  respon- 
dent  in' error  just  damages  for  his  delay,  and  single  or  doable  costs 
at  thcdr  discretion.^ 

In  making  a  practical  application  of  these  statnt- 
able  regulations  to  appeals  in  the  several  districts,  it 
is  highly  probable  that  there  has  been  a  considerable 
diversity  in  point  of  form.    The  aim  ought,  however, 
to  be,  to  adhere  to  them  as  closely  as  circnmstances  App«d 
will  allow.    In  place  of  the  writ  of  error,  there  may,  *■  '">•'»«• 
and  strictly  should  be,  a  written  appeal    As  to  its  nubm. 
form,  there  being  neither  precedents  nor  judicial 
decisions  to  guide  the  practitioner,  he  must  follow 
the  dictates  of  his  own  judgment.    A  form  is  pn> 
posed  in  the  Appendiz(a).  ?'^St9 

According  to  the  twenty-third  section  of  the  Jndi-  K^fL 
dary  Act,  as  we  have  just  seen,  no  execution  can  ^SS^im. 
lawfully  issue  in  any  case,  where  a  writ  of  error 
would  Ue,  unti]  the  4>iration  of  ten  days,  SondayB 
exclaaive,  after  rendering  the  judgment  or  passing 

(a)  Aooordii^,  howeyer,  to  a  late  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  an 
appeal  need  not  be  in  writing.  If  made  in  open  court  it  may  be  done 
orally,  and  the  clerk  takes  official  notice  of  the  ^t  and  certifies  it  in 
his  retam.  If  not  so  taken,  a  subsequent  application  to  a  judge,  in 
TRcation,  for  his  approval  of  the  appeal  bond  and  his  signature  to  a 
citation,  is  in  itself  the  exercise  by  the  appellant  of  his  right  of  appeaL 
It  seems  impossible,  from  the  language  of  the  oourt  in  the  case  alluded 
to,  that  these  sets  on  the  part  of  the  judge  would  constitute  such  an 
allowanoe  of  the  appeal  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  derk  to  send  up 
a  return,  which  is  the  only  purpose  and  effect  of  an  order  allowing  the 
appeal.  Hudkins  v.  Kemp,  18  Howard's  R.,  530.  For  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  oontrorersy,  however,  it  is  certainly  advisable  that  the  derk 
should  note  the  &ct  in  his  minutes,  of  an  appeal  being  taken,  when  it  is 
done  in  open  court,  and  that  the  judge  or  court  should  make  an  order 
allowing  the  appeal,  on  the  presentation  of  the  appeal  bond  for  approval. 

48 


878  ADMIBALTT  PBAGUCB. 

▼cokt.  the  decree  complained  of ;  andawritof  error^aerred 
within  tltat  period/ snpensedes  the  ezeeation  until 
after  the  decision  of  the  appellate  court.  The  mode 
of  service  prescribed  by  the  act  in  the  case  of  a  writ 
of  error  is,  by  lodging  a  copy  thereof  for  the  adverse 
party,  in  the  derk^s  office  where  the  record  remains; 
and  this  direction,  it  is  presomed,  is  to  be  followed 
in  the  case  of  an  appeal  A  copy  of  the  apj^eal, 
with  an  appropriate  endorsement  expressive  of  its 
object,  ought  therefore  to  be  in  like  manner  lodged 
in  the  derk's  office,  unless,  perhaps,  when  the  appeal 
is  entered  during  the  session  of  the  court  at  which 
the  decree  appealed  &om  is  pronounced ;  in  whidi 
case,  as  we  shall  see,  even  the  personal  dtatioii  re- 
quired by  the  act  has  been  held  not  to  be  indispenr 
sable. 

The  language  of  the  twenty-third  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  may  seem  to  warrant  the  inference, 
that  the  dause  designating  this  mode  of  serving  a 
writ  of  error  had  no  object  in  view,  other  than  that 
of  simply  prescribing  the  condition,  by  a  compliance 
with  which  the  writ  might  be  made  to  operate  aa  a 
supersedeas ;  and  that  except  for  this  purpose,  Hie 
lodging  of  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  eiror  or  appeal  m 
the  clerk^s  office  might  therefore  be  safely  omitted. 
But  in  an  early  case  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  observance  of  this  form  seems  to  have  been 
regarded  by  the  court  as  essential  to  the  due  service, 
of  a  writ  of  error,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it 
effective  at  all.  According  to  the  report  of  the  case, 
the  writ  was  ^^  dated  ^  on  the  23d  of  December, 
1805,  on  which  day  it  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office: 
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the  citation  also  bore  date  on  the  same  day ;  and  ^^^^^i** 
the  writ  was  returnable  at  the  Febmary  term,  1806, 
bat  was  not  returned  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  Snpreme  Conrt  until  the  18th  of  March, 
after  the  adjonmment  of  the  court.  Under  these 
ciroamstances,  it  was  moved  to  dismiss  the  writ  of 
error ;  and  Gh.  J.  MABSHAUCiy  in  pronouncing  the 
deotsion  of  the  court,  observed :  "  If  the  writ  of 
error  had  been  served  when  it  was  not  in  force  (that 
is,  after  its  return-day),  such  service  would  have 
been  void ;  but  if  served  while  in  force,  a  return 
afterwards  will  be  good.  The  service  of  a  writ  of 
error  is  by  lodging  a  copy  thereof,  for  the  adverse 
party,  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  where 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  If  so  served  before 
the  return-day,'  the  service  is  good(a).'' 

The  twentynsecond  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  Jj^gp  ^ 
furdier  requires  that  there  shall  be  annexed  to  the 
writ  of  error,  and  returned  therewith,  ^^an  assign^ 
ment  of  errors  and  prayer  for  reversal'* 

In  order  to  obtain  the  interposition  of  a  court  of 
justice  in  lus  behalf  a  party  who  deems  himself 
aggrieved  is  always  required  to  set  forth  his  supposed 
grievance  in  sotne  form  of  pleading.  K  he  seeks 
redress  from  an  appellate  court  by  means  of  a  writ 
of  error,  this  pleading  is  called  an  assignment  of 
mrors ;  which  commonly  consists  of  a  mere  general 
allegaticm  that  the  judgment  complained  of  is  erro- 
neous, and  a  prayer  for  its  reversal  When  the 
assbtance  of  an  appellate  court  is  invoked  by  means 

(a)  Wood  y.  Lide^  4  Onach's  IL,  180  (2  Gurtis's  Decia.  S.  a,  64). 


of  anwaL 
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▼^•-  of  aa  appeal,  the  pleading  by  which  the  appellant 
brings  his  case  under  the  cognizuice  of  the  coort  is 
uuT^lSiLSf  anally  called  a  petition  of  appeal ;  which  contains 
the  like  allegation  and  prayer,  and  is  therefore  in 
sabstance  the  same  as  an  assignment  of  errors. 

On  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Gonrt 
of  Chancery,  in  England,  to  the  Honse  of  Lords,  the 
petition  of  appeal,  addressed  to  the  latter,  after  set* 
ting  forth  the  pleading  and  decree,  allies  in  general 
terms  that  the  decree  is  erroneous,  and  concludes 
with  a  prayer  that  the  defendant  be  summoned  to 
put  in  his  answer,  and  for  a  reversal  of  the  decree. 

By  one  of  the  rules  of  the  late  Court  fi)r  the 
Correction  of  Errors  in  the  State  of  New-York,  it 
was  declared  to  be  sufficient,  in  a  petition  of  appeal 
from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  set  forth  the  decree, 
decretal  or  other  order  appealed  from,  without 
reciting  the  pleadings  in  the  cause ;  and  stating  that 
the  decree  appealed  fr^m,  or  some  part  thereof 
(specifying  what  part  or  parts),  is  erroneous,  and 
that  the  same  ought  to  be  reversed  or  modified^  as 
the  case  may  be. 

As  full  copies  of  the  pleadings  are  to  be  trani^ 
mitted  to  the  appellate  courts  any  statement  of  their 
substance  is  unnecessary ;  and  as  its  omission  is  more 
in  accordance  with  the  brevity  observed  in  our 
courts,  it  is  believed  that  the  practice  in  this 
respect^  authorized  by  the  rule  above  mentioned, 
has  prevailed  generally,  if  not  universally,  in  the 
national  courts.  Nor  have  I  met  with  any  judicial 
intimation  that  any  special  statement  of  the  grounds 
of  appeal;  or  any  specific  designation  of  the  particu- 
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lar  parts  of  the  decree  eotnplained  of,  is  iii  any  <3hap.  m. 
case  necessary.    The  objections  to  the  decree  will^ 
of  coarse^  be  snffici^ftly  indicated  by  the  points 
relied  on  at  the  argument. 

In  England,  the  petition  of  appeal  is  entitled  in 
the  OTiginal  cause.  Snch  has  also  been  the  practice 
in  this  state;  and  snch  is  donbtless  the  proper  form 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

As  the  petition  of  appeal  is  to  constitute  a  part  J^^ 
of  the  return,  it  ought,  at  some  time  previous  to  the  S^^  ^ 
commencement  of  the  next  term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  be  ffled  with  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court. 
But  it  has  at  all  times  been  the  policy  of  the 
national  courts,  and  especially  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  overlook,  as  fEO*  as  possible,  all  errors  of 
mere  form;  and,  in  accordance  with  this  policy, 
when  a  plaintiff  in  error  has  omitted  to  assign  errors 
in  the  court  below,  he  has  been  permitted  to  do  it 
in  the  Supreme  Court  This  privilege  is  recognized 
and  regulated  by  a  rule  of  that  court^  by  which  it 
is  ordiuned,  that  ^  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  if  errors  shall  not  not  have  been 
assigned  in  the  court  below,  to  assign  them  in  this 
court  at  the  conmiencement  of  the  term,  or  so  soon 
thereafter  as  the  record  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk, 
and  the  cause  placed  on  the  docket;  and  if  he  shall 
£ul  so  to  do,  and  shall  also  fail  to  assign  them  when 
the  cause  shall  be  called  for  trial,  the  writ  of  error 
may  be  dismissed  at  his  cost ;  and  if  the  defendant 
shall  refuse  to  plead  to  issue,  and  the  cause  shall  be 
called  for  trial,  the  court  may  proceed  to  hear  the 
argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  to  give 
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judgment  acoordmg  to  Hm  right  of  the  osoBe;  and 
where  there  is  no  appearance  for  the  plaiiitiff  in 
error,  the  defendant  may  hate  the  plamtiff  eaUed, 
and  dismifls  the  writ  of  error,  or  may  open  the 
record  and  pray  for  an  affirmance(a).'' 

The  reaponae  of  the  drfendant  in  error  to  ihe 
assignment  of  errors  is  nsnally  the  common  joinder 
m  nnUo  eat  errabwrn;  and  the  correspondent  plead- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  respondent  in  an  appeal  ia 
called  an  answer,  and  ia  the  same  in  substance  as  a 
joinder  in  error.  When  the  petition  of  appeal  is 
filed  in  the  court  below,  aa  we  have  seen  it  onght 
r^alarly  to  be,  the  answer,  it  is  presumed,  may,  at 
the  option  of  the  appeUee,  be  filed  either  in  that 
covt,  in  which  case  it  will  be  sent  to  the  Supreme 
Court  along  with  the  petition  of  appeal;  or  in  the 
latter  court  Forms  for  the  petition  of  appeal  and 
answer  are  given  in  the  Appendix. 

In  the  next  place,  there  must  be  a  citation  signed 
by  the  district  judge  or  a  justice  of  the  8iq3r^ne 
Court  But  it  was  decided  in  an  early  case  by  tha 
Supreme  Courts  that  when  the  appeal  is  interposed 
during  the  session  of  the  court  below,  no  citation  ia 
nece6sary(i).  This  decision  rests  upon  the  pre* 
sumption  that  the  parties  will  be  present^  in  person 
or  by  their  professional  representatives,  when  the 
decree  ia  pronounced,  and  will  thus  have  notice  of 
whatever  it  concerns  them  to  know:  for  the  act^ 


(a)  Rolezxx. 

(&)  jR^y  ▼.  Lamar  et  al,  2  Oranch's  R.,  344  (1  Ouitis's  Decu.  S. 
C,  495).  See  ilaoThe  San  Pedro,  2  Wheaton's  B.,  132  (4  Oortis's 
Dedfl.  S.  0^  57). 
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as  we  have  seen,  requires  that  the  adverse  party  ><»^'^«> 
shall  have  notice  of  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the 
district  court  to  the  clrcait  conrt,  of  twenty  days; 
and  of  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  conrt 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  of  thirty  days;  and  the 
dtation  prescribed  by  the  act  is  the  notice  contem- 
plated.  The  reasons  on  which  this  deciaon  is 
founded  appear  to  be  equally  applicable  also  to 
that  other  requirement  of  the  act  last  above  men- 
tioned, viz.,  the  lodging  of  a  copy  of  the  appeal  in 
the  derk's  office ;  and  it  may  not  unreasonably  be 
supposed  that  this  would,  under  like  circumstances, 
be  held  to  be  unnecessary. 

The  citation  is,  in  substance,  a  notice  to  appear  S^'^^JLu 
at  the  next  session  of  the  appellate  court,   and 
answer  the  appeal ;  and  the  meaning  of  the  act  is,  jj^  ^ 
that  it  shall  be  served  the  specified  number  of  days  vS\i^ 
before  the  argument  or  hearing.    A  form  for  a 
citation  is  given  in  the  Appendix. 

It  may,  and  sometimes  does  happen,  however, 
that  the  decree  appealed  from  is  rendered  within  a 
less  number  of  days  before  the  sitting  of  the  ap- 
pellate court.    In    such  cases,    the  appeal   must  app^imco 
nevertheless  be  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  2EP£;^ 
the  court,    notwithstanding  the   apparent   incon-  ^t^^ 
sistency  of  dting  the  appellee  to  appear  and  contest  j;^^ 
the  appeal  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  """"'^ 
by  the  act  for  that  purpose.    In  one  of  the  early 
casep  of  this  description  which  arose  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  Chief  Justice  Mabshall  observed:   ^^The 
law  respecting  the  thirty  days'  notice  on  a  writ  of 
error,  and  tiie  ten  days  allowed  for  filing  it^  was 
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T^9.  predicated  upon  tihe  existing  state  of  things  at  the 
time  of  passing  the  act ;  at  which  time  there  ifns 
no  circoit  courts  whose  term  woold  not  be  finished 
more  than  forty  days  before  the  sitting  of  the 
Supreme  Gonrt  The  times  of  the  session  of  tlie 
courts  have  been  altered;  but  no  alteration  has 
been  made  in  the  law  respecting  the  thirty  days' 
notice,  which  makes  itdifficnlt  to  form. a  rnle  in 
the  case.  At  present,  if  the  citation  has  not  been 
served  thirty  days,  the  court  will  not  take  np  tiie 
cause  until  the  thirty  days  have  expired,  unless  the 
defendant  in  error  shall  appear(a).''  And  in  a  sub- 
sequent case,  it  was  determined  not  to  hear  a  cause 
thus  situated,  at  any  time  during  the  same  term(i). 
This  decision  was  made  in  1803 ;  and  during  the 
same  term  a  general  rule  was  adopted,  declaring 


2^  to"    *^  That  where  the  writ  of  error  issues  within  thirty 

S^b^  days  before  the  meeting  of  the  courts  the  defendant 

{fS^^     ia  at  liberty  to  enter  his  appearance,  and  proceed 

the  appaUM  to  trial ;  otherwise  the  cause  must  be  c6ntinued(c).'* 

S^***^  It  is  by  this  rule  that  the  rights  of  the  parties,  in 

cases  of  appeal  as  well  as  of  writd  of  error,  are 

understood  to  be  regulated. 

25^^      The  citation,  it  ia  supposed,  must  be  served  oa 

the  adverse  party  personally ;  but  where  a  female 

defendant  in  the  court  below  marries  after  judgment 

therein,  a  service  on  the  husband  has  been  held  to 

be  sufficient(i).    It  is  required  to  be  returned  to 

(a)  Uoyd  t.  AUxanderj  1  Gnach's  B.,  365  (I  Ourtu's  Beds.  8. 

C,  426). 
(6)  fFel$h  ¥.  MandeviUej  5  Cranch's  R.,  329  (2  Curtii'B  Dedi.  S. 

0.,  281). 

(c)  See  Appendix,  Rale  xti. 

(d)  Fairfaup  y.  Fairfax^  5  Oranch's  R.,  19,  21,  note. 
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the  appellate  court ;  and,  to  this  end,  after  it  has  '  <3h^ii. 
been  served  by  showing  it  to  the  appellee  and  de-  "^^  ^ 
livering  a  copy  thereof  to  him,  is  to  be  filed  with  ^SSii^ 
the  derk  of  the  conrt  below,  together  with  an  «»rt. 
affidavit  of  its  due  service. 

At  the  time  of  signing  the  citation,  the  justice  b««<»^* 
or  judge  is  required  to  ^take  good  and  sufficient 
security  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  shall  prosecute 
his  writ  to  effect^  and  answer  all  damages  and  costs 
if  he  fiul  to  make  his  plea  good."  Doubte  having 
arisen  concerning  the  amount  of  the  security  to  be 
exacted  when  the  writ  of  error  had  not  been  served 
in  season  to  stay  execution,  an  explanatory  act  was 
passed,  declaring  that  in  such  cases  the  security 
should  be  to  such  amount  only  as,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  justice  or  judge  taking  the  same,  should  be 
sufficient  to  answer  all  such  costs  as  might  in  the 
appellate  court  be  adjudged  to  the  respondent(a). 
This  provision,  so  far  as  it  is  in  its  nature  appli- 
cable to  appeals,  must  also  be  regarded  as 
one  of  those  regulations  ^^  prescribed  in  law  in 
case  of  writs  of  error,''  which  are  adopted  by  the 
act  of  1803.  Its  propriety  with  respect  to  writs 
of  error,  is  obvious ;  a  writ  of  error  per  ee^  con- 
stituting  no  impediment  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  the  appellate 
court  having  no  authority  to  interfere  with  an 
execution  issued  for  that  purpose(5).  But  it  is 
otherwise  with  appeals ;  the  effect  in  this  respect  of 
an  appeal  being  to  remove  the  cause  itself^  and  to 

(a)  Act  of  December  12,  17H  ch.  3 ;  1  Stat,  at  Large,  404. 
(6)  WaOeii  y»  WiUiamtj  7  Cranch's  R.,  278  (2  Onrtis's  Decia,  8. 
0.,  528). 
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▼y^>  Bnspend  the  sentenoe  or  decree  appealed  firom  alto- 
getlier(a).  If  at  the  time  of  its  interpositioB  no 
execation  has  been  issned,  none  can  lawfally  israe ; 
if  an  execation  be  already  in  the  hands  of  the 
marshal,  all  proceedings  nnder  it  wojdd  be  arreated, 
nnless,  for  special  reasons,  it  should  be  deemed 
expedient  to  allow  it  to  be  execnted — care  bdng 
taken,  in  snch  cases,  to  retain  its  frmts  in  court,  to 
be  disposed  of  according  to  the  final  decision  of 
the  cause.  Inasmnch,  therefore,  as  an  appeal 
operates  in  all  cases  as  a  supersedeas,  itwouldseem 
to  follow,  at  least,  that  upon  an  appeal  fix>m  a 
decree  in  personam^  there  should  be  security  to 
answer  the  damages  as  well  as  the  costs  which  may 
be  decreed  in  the  appellate  court.  I^  however,  no 
appeal  is  interposed  until  after  the  sum  awarded 
against  the  respondent  has  been  paid,  whether  the 
money  has  been  paid  over  to  the  libellant,  or  is  still 
in  court,  and  an  appeal  be  then  taken,  the  case 
would  fSaU  within  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  1794.  No 
such  case  is  likely  to  arise  with  respect  to  a  decree 
of  the  district  court — from  whic^  if  at  all, 
an  appeal  must  be  taken,  at  latest,  before  the 
next  circuit  court  —  but  it  is  not  unlikely  to 
happen  with  respect  to  decrees  of  the  circuit  oourt^ 
from  which  appeals  may  be  brought  at  any  time 
within  five  years.  The  same  is  generally  true  also 
of  suits  in  rem^  where  the  property  arrested  fur- 
nishes the  means  of  satisfying  ike  decree. 

(a)  Yeaton  et  oLy.TU  United  SUxtesj  5  Onndi'i  R.,  281  (2 
CnrtiB'B  Dedfl.  S.  0^  263)  $  The  QratWB^  1  Qallison's  B.,  503 ;  n« 
Collector,  6  Wheaton'i  B^  194  (5  Ourtia's  Decu.  S.  C,  58). 
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In  short)  the  obvious  design  of  the  law  is  that  the  ^^^ 
security  should,  be  co-extensive^  and  no  more  than 
co-eztensive,  with  the  interests  of  the  appellee 
which  are  pnt  at  hazard  by  the  appeal;  and  this, 
donbtlesSy  is  the  principle  by  which  particular  cases 
are  to  be  governed.  But  the  necessity  for  this  se- 
curity, in  admiralty  causes,  is  in  a  great  measure 
superseded  by  the  practice  enjoined  by  the  new 
Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice,  requiring  the  defen- 
dant, on  his  arrest  in  a  suit  in  pereonam^  and  the 
claimant  on  his  appearance  in  a  suit  m  rem,  to  give 
security  for  the  payment,  in  the  first  case,  of  the 
damages  and  costs,  and  in  the  second  case,  of  the 
costs  and  expenses  which  may  be  awarded  against 
him,  on  appeal,  by  the  appellate  court  This  form 
of  security  was  undoubtedly  designed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  ^*  appeal 
bond"  previously  in  use.  By  one  of  those  rules, 
however,  as  we  have  seen,  the  court  may  in  its  dis- 
cretion, under  some  circumstances,  .dispose  with 
the  security  in  suits  in  personam ;  and  when  this 
has  been  done,  the  defendant  would  be  obliged, 
upon  the  interposition  of  an  appeal,  to  give  the 
security  prescribed  by  the  act. 

In  a  case  where  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
had  been  interposed  and  allowed  within  the  five 
years  allowed  by  the  statute,  but  security  had  not 
he&a  given  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time, 
the  Supreme  Court  held  the  appeal  to  be  valid 
nevertheless;  for  although  the  court  below  might 
have  disallowed  the  appeal,  and  rejected  the  security 
when  subsequently  offered,  the  mode  of  taking  the 
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To^s.  gecnrity  and  the  time  of  perfbcting  it  are  niittmy  of 
discretion)*  to  be  regulated  by  the  court  granting  thB 
appeal)  and  the  acceptance  of  the  security  hadrda^on 
back  to  the  time  of  the  allowance  of  the  appea](#)u 
It  behooves  the  appellant,  in  the  next  phwe^  to 
see  that  a  duly  authenticated  transdript  of  ^e  record 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  cirenit  conrt  is  seasonably 
made  and  transmitted  to  the  Supreme,  Oonrt 
Si^  To  avoid  the  inconvenience  of  any  direct  agency 
on  the  part  of  the  presiding  judge  of  a  cirooit  cottrfe 
(which)  according  to  the  practice  of  tibe  English 
courts,  would  otherwise  have  been  necessary),  in 
making  the  return  to  a  writ  of  error,  a  general  nfle 
was  made  by  the  Supreme  Gourt^  in  1797,  by  which 
it  was  ordained  ^  that  the  clerk  of  the  court  to 
which  any  writ  of  error  shall  be  directed  may  make 
return  to  the  same,  by  transmitting  a  true  copy  of 
tiie  record,  and  all  proceedings  in  the  cause,  under 
his  hand  and  the  seal  of  the  court"  This  rule  hav- 
ing been  made  while  the  revisory  power  of  the 
Supreme  Court  conld  be  invoked  only  by  means  of 
a  writ  of  error,  the  rule  of  course  does  not,  in  terms, 
embrace  appeals.  But  it  being  dedla^  by  the  act 
of  1808  that  appeals  should  be  subject  to  the  same 
regulations  as  writs  of  error,  the  rule  above  men- 
tioned, and  all  other  rules  and  usages  of  the  court 
tonceming  writs  of  error,  wero  doubtless  considered 
to  be  operative  with  respect  to  appeals,  so  far  as 
they  were  in  their  nature  applicable ;  and  I  undw- 
stand  that  in  point  of  fact,  transcripts  in  cases  of 

(a)  Tke  Do$  Hermanaej  10  Wfaeatoo'a  IL,  306  (6  Onrtit't  D«dik 
S.  0.,  402). 
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appeal  are  a^ii  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  manner  "^'  ^ 
preqnibed  by  the  role.  The  certificate  of  the  clerk 
import!  that  the  writings  aimezed  thereto  are  trae 
copies  of  thm*  respective  originals,  on  file  and  re- 
mai&mg  of  record  in  his  office.  In  testimony  where- 
of,, etc.,  according  to  the  nsoal  mode  of  certifying 
nnder  the  seal  of  the  conrt 

The  first  six  days  in  term  are  allowed  to  the  TrnMiPt 
ap|>ellant  in  all  cases,  '^to  docket  the  canse  and  file  ^^^^ 
&e  record  thereof  with  the  derk,^  of  the  court 
^  K  ha  shall  fail  so  to  do,  the  defendant  in  error,  or 
appellee,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  docket  the  canse 
and  file  a  copy  of  the  record  with  the  clerk,  in  which 
case  it  shell  stand  for  argoment  at  the  term ;  or  at 
his  option  he  may  have  the  caose  docketed  and  dis- 
missed, npon  producing  a  certificate  from  the  clerk 
(^  the  conrt,  wherein  the  judgment  or  decree  was 
rendered,  stating  the  cause,  and  certifying  that  sueh 
writ  of  error,  or  appeal,  had  been  duly  sued  out  and 
allowed.^  And  the  rule  proceeds  further  to  ordain, 
that  no  writ  of  error  shall  be  docketed,  or  the 
record  of  the  cause  filed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
or  appellant,  after  the  first  six  days  of  the  term, 
except  upon  the  terms  that  the  cause  shall  stand 
fyr  argument  during  the  term  or  be  continued,  at 
the  option  of  tiie  defendant  in  error,  or  appellee. 
But  in  no  case  shall  the  plaintiff  in  error,  or  appel- 
lant, be  entitled  to  docket  the  cause  and  file  the 
record,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  docketed  and 
dismissed  in  the  manner  provided  for  in  the  preced- 
ing part  of  the  rule,  unless  by  order  of  the  court, 
or  with  the  consent  of  the  opposite  party.    And  in 
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Toi^i.  J.  all  oases  where  tlie  canse  shall  not  lie  docketed  and 
the  record  filed  with  the  derk  by  either  party  untiil 
thirty  days  from  the  oommencemenlf of  the  term^  the 
cause  shall  stand  continued  nntil  the  next  tenn(a)w 
^^S^  By  another  role  of  the  Snpreme  Gonrt  it  is  declared 
«ompMe.  ^^^  Q^  caxiae  will  be  heard  nntil  a  complete  record, 
containing  in  itself,  without  references  jditmde,  all 
the  papers,  exhibits,  depositions  and  other  proceed- 
ings which  are  necessary  to  the  hearing,  shall  be 
iufwitani*  filed(J).  But  by  a  late  act  of  Congress,  "only  the 
process,  pleading  and  decree,  and  such  orders  and 
memorandums  as  may  be  necessary  to  show  the  joria- 
diction  of  the  court  and  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings," are  to  be  ent^ed  on  the  record ;  "  and 
in  case  of  an  appeal,  copies  of  the  proo&  and  of  such 
entries  and  papers  on  file  as  may  be  necessary  on 
hearing  of  the  appeal,'^  are  to  be  certified  to  the 
ctrttorvi  i^pellate  court(e).  When  the  transmiss,  upon  in- 
<>»•  spection^  turns  out  to  be  deficient,  according  to  the 
requirements  of  this  rule,  a  certiorari  for  diminution 
must  be  resorted  to,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
deficiency  supplied ;  but  it  is,  by  one  of  the  rules  of 
the  court,  expressly  provided^  that  no  certiorari  will 
be  awarded,  except  upon  motion  in  writing,  nor 
unless  the  facts  on  which  it  is  founded,  unless  ad- 
mitted by  the  adverse  party,  shall  be  verified  by 
affidavit  The  motion  must  also  be  made  "  at  the 
first  term  of  the  entry  of  the  cause ;"  otiierwise,  it 
will  not  be  granted,  unless  upon  special  cause  shown 
to  tiie  court,  accounting  satisfactorily  for  the  delay  (^. 

(a)  Rule  of  1835.  (6)  Ride  of  1823. 

(c)  Act.of  Febniaiy  26, 1853,  ch.  80,  §  1 ;  10  Stat,  at  Large,  161. 

(d)  Rule  of  1824. 
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Oq  appeal  to' the  Sapreme  Qpnrt,  no  objectioQ  is  <>EAr  u. 
allowed  to  be  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  any  depo-  tot^J^ 

,,  'J  *  lobe  mad* 

sition  or  exhibit  found  in  the  record  as  evidence,  ^^{^"^ 
unless  objection  was  taken  thereto  in  the  court  below  Sla*^  ^ 
and  entered  of  record ;  and  such  evidence  will  other- 
wise be  deemed  to  have  been  admitted  by  consent(a). 
The  entry  of  record,  mentioned  in  the  rule,  must  of 
course  be  taken  to  mean  a  note  in  the  minutes  of 
the  clerk ;  and  the  proper  mode  of  certifying  the 
objection  to  the  Supreme  Court  is  to  annex  a  copy 
of  the  note  of  the  objection,  or  to  state  it  in  the 
general  certificate.  A  note  by  the  derk,  of  the  fact 
of  the  objection  having  been  made,  endorsed  on  the 
back  of  the  deposition  or  exhibit,  would  also  proba* 
bly  be  deemed  sufficient(&). 

It  may  happen  that  the  inspection  by  the  appel-  ^Sjfi., 
late  eourt,  of  original  papers  produced  in  the  court  tte  b!V 
below,  is  necessary  to  a  proper  understanding  of  the 
controversy  betwemi  the  parties ;  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  for  such  a  contingency,  it  is,  by 
one  of  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  ordained, 
that  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below,  it 
shall  be  necessary  or  proper  that  original  papers  of 
any  kind  should  be  ingpected  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
upon  appeal,  such  papers  may  be  sent  to  that  court 
mder  a  suitable  order  for  their  safe  keeping,  trans- 
portation and  return ;  and  the  papers  will  be  received 
and  considered  by  the  appellate  court,  in  connection 
with  the  transcript  of  the  proceeding8(<?).   The  rule, 

(a)  Role  of  1825. 

\b)  Tkt  Satmelj  1  Wheaton's  R.,  9  (3  OnrtU's  Decis.  S.  0^  447). 
(c)  Rnle  of  1817. 
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▼oi|^t.    indeed,  seems  to  be  Imt  a  reoognition  and  formal 
declaration  of  an  existing  practice ;  for  in  an  ante- 
cedent case  before  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  at  the  dose  of 
bis  judgmoit,  he  observed :  ^  In  case  of  aj^peal  I 
shall  direct  all  the  original  papers  to  be  delivered 
to  the  captors,  upon  their  undertaking  to  deliTer 
them  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  leaving  attested 
copies  in  the  circuit  conrt    It  is  impossiblei  without 
an  inspection,  to  feel  the  full  force  of  some  portion 
of  the  difficulties  of  this  case." 
]|^^«^       On  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  causes  of 
roT^''  admiralty  and  prize  jurisdiction  (though  not,  as  we 
have  seen  by  the  act  of  1808,  in  equity  causes), 
addittional  evidence  will  be  admitted.     But  the 
80th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act^  authorLang  depo- 
sitions to  be  taken  de  bene  eeee^  refers  only  to  the 
circuit  and  district  courts ;  and  it  has  accordingly 
been  held  that  the  right  to  take  depositions  in  this 
form  is  limited  to  these  courtSi  and  that  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  depositions  to  be  read  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  a  commissioi  must  be  resorted  to(a). 
In  the  last  of  the  cases  just  cited,  a  deposition  had 
been  taken  de  bene  ease  in  the  court  below,  but  not 
having  been  received  in  season  to  be  used  at  the 
hearing,  it  was  by  the  court  ordered  to  be  filed,  and 
was  sent  to  the  Supreme  Court  with  the  transcript^ 
with  an  explanatory  endorsement  by  the  derk:  but, 
it  apx)earing  upon  inspection  to  have  been  irregularly 

(a)  I%e  Brig  Jdmu  Welk  ▼.  T%e  Untied  StaUB^  7  Onmch's  R.,  22 
(2  OurtiB's  DecU.  S.  0.,  440) ;  The  ClaHsea  Ootdom,  7  Cnmdi's  R., 
107  (2  GurtiB's  Decis.  S.  0.,  471)  j  The  Samuel,  I  Wheaton's  B.^  9 
(3  Ourtifl's  Decis.  S.  C,  447). 
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taken,  it  was  on  this  ground  rejected ;  and  as,  with-  chap,  a 
out  it,  and  on  account  of  the  contradictory  state  of 
the  evidezice,  the  court  found  it  difficult  jbo  arrive  at 
any  satisfoctory  conclusion  upon  the  merits  of  the 
case,  the  cause  was  continued  to  the  next  term,  with 
leave  to  each  party  to  produce  further  evidence.  It 
is  dear  from  this  case  that  if  the  evidence  had  been 
taken  on  a  commission,  though  issuing  from  the 
court  below,  it  would  have  been  received.  In  a 
case  which  came  before  the  court  at  the  next  term, 
depositions  appear  to  have  been  taken  de  hem  ease 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  pending  the  appeal;  but 
they  were,  upon  the.  ground  above  mentioned,  held 
to  be  inadmissible,  and  the  cause  was  continued  until 
the  next  term,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  parties 
to  take  testimony  upon  commission(a).  At  the  same 
term  a  general  rule  was  made  (superseding  a  rule 
on  the  same  subject,  but  of  more  limited  scope,- 
made  at  the  term  last  preceding),  for  the  purpose 
of  defining  and  regulating  the  rights  of  the  parties 
in  tibis  respect  This  rule  is  as  follows :  ^*  In  all  cases 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  where  new 
evidence  shall  be  admissible  in  this  court^  the  evi- 
dence by  testimony  of  witnesses  shall  be  taken,  under 
a  commission  to  be  issued  from  this  court,  or  from 
any  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
direction  of  any  judge  thereof;  and  no  such  comr 
mission  shall  iisue  but  upon  interrogatories  to  be 
filed  by  the  party  applying  for  the  commission,  and 
notice  to  the  opposite  party,  or  his  agent  or  attorney, 
accompanied  with  a  copy  of  the  interrogatories  so 

(a)  The  JrgOy  2  Wheaton's  R.,  287  (4  Ourtis's  I>e<n8.  S.  C,  62), 
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TOLj.  Sl^  to  file  oroas-interrogatorieB,  in  twenty  days  from 
the  service  of  sncb  notice :  Provided^  however^  that 
nothing  in  this  rale  shaU  prevent  any  party  from 
giving  oral  testimony  in  open  conrt,  in  cases  where, 
by  law,  it  is  adnussible.^ 

The  precise  scope  of  this  proviso  is  not  obvioiis. 
It  doubtless  refers,  however,  to  the  80th  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  requiring  the  oral  examination  of 
witnesses,  in  open  court,  on  trials  in  all  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  and  may  be  supposed  to  have 
regard  especially  to  trials  before  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  the  exercise  of  its  original  jurisdiction.    In  one 
reported  case  of  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  witnesses  were  examined 
viva  vocej  before  the  Supreme  Court(a).    But  in  a 
subsequent  case,  where  a  witness  was  offered  for 
examination,  the  court  ordered  him  to  be  examined 
•  out  of  court,  "  for  the  sake  of  convenience(J).'' 
xflMtoc         By  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  a  district  courts 
the  cause  and  all  its  incidents  are  removed  into  the 
appellate  court,   where  such  decree  is  to  be  pro- 
nounced as  ought  to  have  been  passed  by  the  die- 
.    trict  court,  and  where  the  decree  is  to  be  executed. 
But  upon  a  further  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  property,  or  its  proceeds,  in  a  suit  in  rem^  and 
all  securities  given  by  the  parties  as  a  substitute  fOT 
the  property,  or  to  abide  the  final  decree  to  be 
made  in  the  cause,  remsdn  in  the  circuit  court, 
because  the  Supreme  Court  does  not  execute  its  own 

(a)  The  United  SUUe$T.  l%e  Bettey  and  Chixrlotte^  4  Onoich's  R., 
443  (2  Gortis's  Decis.  S.  0.,  171). 

(b)  The  Samuely  3  Wheaton's  R.,  77  (4  Ourtu's  DedB.  S.  0.,  174). 
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decrees,  bnt  sends  a  special  mandate  to  the  circuit  chap.  is. 
eonrt  to  award  execution  thereon(a).  The  circuit 
court,  pending  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
may,  therefore,  make  any  order  respecting  the  safe 
custody,  delivery  or  security,  or  sale  of  the 
property  proceeded  against(^).  The  appeal,  never- 
theless, suspends  the  sentence  altogether.  The 
cause  is, to  be  heard  in  the  Supreme  Court  ds  navo^ 
as  if  no  decree  had  been  pronounced,  and  it  is  not 
res  ad^vdioaia  until  the  final  decree  of  the  appellate 
court:  and  therefore  if,  pending  an  appeal,  the  law 
on  which  the  sentence  of  the  court  below  was 
founded  be'  repealed,  the  sentence  must  be  re* 
versed((?). 

$y  one  of  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  it  is  dmih  or 
provided  as  follows:  "Whenever,  pending  a  writ 
of  error,  or  appeal,  in  this  court,  either  party  shall 
die,  the  proper  representatives  in  the  personalty  or 
realty  of  the  deceased  party,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  case,  may  voluntarily  come  in  and  be 
admitted  parties  to  the  suit^  and  thereup<m  the 
cause  shall  be  heard  and  determined  as  in  other 
cases ;  and  if  such  representatives  shall  not  volun- 
tarily become  parties,  then  the  other  party  may 
suggest  the  death  on  the  record,  and  thereupon,  on 
motion,  obtain  an  order,  that  unless  such  represen- 
tatives shall  become  parties  within  the  first  ten  days 

fa)  Tkt  CoUector^  6  Wheaton's  R.,  194  (5  CarUs's  Decis.  S.  0.,  58  j. 

(6)  Id.  ftnd  The  GroHuBy  1  GallUon's  R.,  503 ;  The  Woodbridge,  1 
Haggard's  Adm.  R.,  63,  76. 

-   (c)  TeaUm  y.  The  United  SUUee^  5  Cranch's  R.,  281  (2  Ourtia's 
Deds.  S.  0.,  263). 
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TOT^t.  of  tiie  ensQiDg  term,  the  party  moving  for  sacli 
order,  if  defendant  in  error,  shall  be  entitled  to 
have  the  writ  of  error,  or  appeal,  dismifleed  ;  aod 
if  the  party  so  moving  shall  be  plaintiiBT  in  error,  he 
shall  be  entitled  to  open  the  record,  and  on  hear-* 
ing  have  the  same  reversed,  if  it  be  erroneona. 
Provided^  however,  that  a  copy  of  every  such 
order  shall  be  printed  in  some  newspaper,  at  the 
seat  of  government,  in  which  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  diall  be  printed  by  anthorily,  three 
snccessive  weeks,  at  least  sizfy  days  before  the 
beginning  of  the  term  of  the  Supreme  Court  next 
ensuing(a).^ 
^IJlSSLi  ^  ^^  ^^  *^®  Supreme  Court,  reciting  that  it  had 
B.'a^  ^'  been  represented  to  the  court  that  it  would,  in  many 
cases,  accommodate  counsel,  and  save  expense  to 
parties,  to  submit  causes  upon  printed  arguments, 
provides  that  this  may  be  done  in  all  cases  at  the 
option  of  counsel  on  either  or  both  sides(£) ;  and 
by  a  subsequent  rule  it  is  declared,  that  ^^  When  a 
printed  argument  shall  be  iSled  for  one  or  both 
parties,  the  case  shall  stand  on  the  same  footing  as 
if  thwe  were  an  appearance  by  counsel(<?).'' 
briirf^  No  cause  is  allowed  to  be  brought  to  argument 

II^^Sm  itt  in  ^^^  Supreme  Court,  until  the  parties  shall  have 
furnished  the  court  with  a  printed  brief,  or  abstract 
of  the  cause,  containing  the  substance  of  all  the 
material  pleadings,  facts  and  documents  on  which 
the  parties  rely,  and  the  points  of  law  and  fact 
intended  to  be  presented  at  the  argument((Q :  and 

<a)  Rule  of  1821.  (c)  Rule  of  1837. 

(6)  Rule  of  1833.  (d)  Rule  of  1821.       , 
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oolj  imo  ooBDsel  for  each,  party  is  permitted  to  ob^is> 
««ne.  JSLTte 

Moh  party 
allowed  10 

ApPKAia  FBOM  A  OISTBIOI  OOOiT  TO. A  CIBODIT  €OI7fiT. 

In  entering  upon  the  consideration  of  appeals  to  ini«fli«cj^ 
the  circuit  courts  from  the  district  courts,  we  are  SUa*,;^^ 
met  at  the  threshold  byan  important  question,  which  J«^ 
it  is  necessary  briefly  to  examine.  fcmSSSot 


.  According  to  the  construction  which  has  been 
given  to  the  act  of  March  2,  1803,  ch.  20,  as  we 
have  seen,  appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court  are  in  all 
respects  placed  upon  substantially  the  same  footing 
as  writa  of  error;  Congrest^  in  giving  the  remedy  by 
appeal,  having  seen  fit  to  subject  it  to  the  same 
^ rules,  regulations  and  restrictions''  as  had  pre- 
viously been  prescribed  with  respect  to  writs  of  error. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  this  is  not  also  equally 
the  case  with  respect  to  appeals  from  the  district 
courts  to  the  circuit  courts  ?  Judging  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act  of  1803,  and  that  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  The  Don  Pecfro^  I  should  have 
felt  little  h^tation  in  giving  an  affirmative  answer 
to  this  question.  I  can  discern  in  the  act  no  evidence 
of  any  intention  to  make  a  distinction  between  the 
two  cases  in  this  respect :  there  is  no  intimation  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  Washington,  that  any  such  distinction  was 
supposed  to  exist ;  and  I  know  of  no  reason  why  it 
should  have  been  deemed  expedient  to  make  such 
a  distinction.  The  language  of  the  act^  on  the 
contrary,  appears  to  me  to  indicate  the  opposite 
intention. 


MNUt* 
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^^^  The  aeetion  in  qaeBtdon,  with  the  exception  of  tiie 
repealing  claose  with  which  it  <x>nclade8,  consasts  of 
a  single  sentence.  It  gives  an  oppedL  firom  the  di»- 
triet  conrts  to  the  drcoit  courts,  and  an  appeal  from 
the  latter  to  the  Sapreme  Court ;  and  then,  dropping 
the  singular  form  of  expression,  it  adds,  that  "•  such 
appeala  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  rules,''  etc.  Bat 
in  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  he  seems  to  have 
considered  this  provision  as  applicable  only  to  appeals 
from  the  circuit  courts  to  the  Supreme  Court.  The 
case  was  this :  A  decree  had  been  made  by  the 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  in 
favor  of  a  mariner,  for  wages.  No  appeal  was  taken 
before  the  adjournment  of  the  court ;  ^^  but  three 
days  afterwards,  the  respondent  claimed  an  appeal  in 
the  clerk's  office,"  which  ^  the  district  judge  refused 
to  allow,  upon  the  ground  that  the  party  was  bound 
to  appeal  before  the  final  adjournment  of  the  courts 
or  within  such  other  period  as  the  court  should  upon 
his  application  prescribe."  The  respondent  there- 
upon addressed  a  petition  to  the  circuit  court  for 
relie£  Mr.  Justice  Stobt  dismissed  the  petition,  on 
the  grounds,  1,  that  ^  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789, 
ch.  20,  has  provided  no  mode  as  to  appeals  from 
the  decrees  of  the  district  courts  to  the  circuit  courts, 
confining  the  appeal  only  to  the  next  circuit  court;" 
and,  2,  that  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Massachu- 
setts  district,  *^  the  uniform  course,  from  the  earliest 
period,  has  been  to  make  the  appeal  in  open  court, 
cgpud  qctOj  before  the  adjournment  of  the  court ;" 
which  course  of  practice,  he  observed,  was  equivalent 
to  a  rule  of  the  court,  and  must  be  considered  as' 
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directory  to  all  parties,  unless,  upon  application  to  oh^m- 
the  court,  farther  tipie  was  granted(a). 

m   

It  is  troe,  as  observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  that 
the  Judiciary  Act  prescribes  no  forms  of  procedure 
as  to  appeals.  The  part  of  the  act  to  which  he  must 
be  understood  as  alluding,  is  the  twenty-first  section, 
by  which  an  appeal  is  given  to  the  next  circuit  court, 
in  admiralty  causes  involving  an  amount  exceeding 
three  hundred  dollars,  and  which  is  silent  witih 
respect  to  the  mode  of  instituting  the  appeal ;  but 
this  section,  although  not  repealed  in  express  terms, 
is  wholly  superseded  by  the  act  of  1808,  whidi  takes 
up  the  subject  of  appeals  de  novo^  and  gives  an  appeal 
when  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  fifty 
dollars,  instead  of  three  hundred  dollars.  According 
to  the  construction  which  this  act  has  received,  its 
language  was  ill-chosen ;  for,  instead  of  limiting  the 
right  of  appeal  to  admiralty  causes,  it  declares  that 
an  appeal  shall  lie  ^^  from  aU  final  judgments  or 
decrees  in  any  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United 
States,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,^  etc.  .  But  no 
doubt  has  ever  been  entertained  that  it  was  intended 
to  embrace  suits  in  admiralty ;  and,  in  a  very  elabo- 
rate and  able  judgment  pronounced  by  Mr.  Justice 
Btobt,  at  an  early  date,  and  which  has  ever  smce 
been  acquiesced  in,  it  was  held  to  be  IvnvUed  to  this 
description  of  causes.  If,  in  the  case  of  Norton  v. 
liich^  the  attention  of  the  learned  judge  had  been 
directed  to  the  act  of  1808 ;  and  if,  by  any  course 
of  reasoning  upon  it  satisfactory  to  his  own  mind, 

(a)  Norton  y.  Rick^  3  MiMm's  K,  443. 
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T^i^i.  ]ie  ]iad  arrived  at  tha  oondasioii  to  which  he  came, 
I  should  hesitate  to  qnestioa  its  sonndneseL  Bot  the 
aet  does  not  appear,  by  the  report,  to  have  heea 
present  to  his  thoughts  at  all ;  or,  if  it  was,  heseem 
to  have  assumed  that  it  had  no  relevancy  to  tbe 
question  before  him.  This  assamption  may  perfanpfi 
be  accomited  for  from  the  fact  stated  by  him,  that 
from  the  earliest  period,  it  had  been  the  nnifem 
practice  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Maasaehnsetts 
district  to  interpose  appeals  Ofpiid  acta^  before  the 
adjonmment  of  the  court,  and  that  this  had  con* 
tinned  to  be  the  practice  in  that  court,  to  thetime  of 
his  decision  (in  1812),  notwithstanding  the  act  of 
1808.  In  the  English  admirally,  as  he  shows  by 
references  to  Glebkx  and  Brownx,  appeals  are  made 
either  sedenie  cwria^  in  open  court,  vvoa  woe^  when 
they  are  said  to  be  apod  acta — among  the  acts  of  the 
court — or  within  ten  days  affc^r  the  decree,  before 
a  notary.  The  latter  mode,  he  observed,  had  never 
been  in  use  in  America,  and  had,  moreover,  at  an 
early  period,  been  expressly  declared  to  be  inadmis- 
sible by  the  Supreme  Court  Under  these  circnm- 
stances  it  was  nearly  a  matter  of  course  that  the 
formw  mode  should  be  adopted  before  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1808,  while  the  right  of  appeal  depended 
wholly  upon  the  21st  section  of  the  act  of  1789, 
which,  as  we  have  seen,  merely  gave  an  appeal, 
without  prescribing  any  mode  of  procedure.  The 
practice  thus  naturally  adopted  from  the  English 
court  of  admiralty  continued  of  course  to  prevail, 
and  became  firmly  established,  during  the  fourteen 
years  which  intervened  between  the  dates  of  the 
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two  acts :  and  if  it  be  necessary  to  account  for  the  otaf  i^ 
fact  of  its  continuance  in  the  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1803,  it  may,  perhaps,  not  unreasonably  be 
siigg^ted — inasmuch  as  one  of  the  objects  of  that 
part  of  the  act  of  1808  which  relates  to  appeals  from 
the  district  courts  was  to  substitute  $50,  instead  of 
$300,  as  the  amount  requisite  to  sustain  an  appeal, 
and  as  this  object  was  clearly  defined  on  the  face  of 
the  act — that  its  other  less  plainly  expressed  pur- 
pose might,  on  these  accounts,  the  more  naturally 
have  escaped  attention. 

If  the  construction  of  the  act  which  I  suppose  to 
be  the  true  one,  would  lead  to  nuschievous  or  highly 
inconvenient  consequences,  so.  as  to  furnish  a  motive 
for  discarding  it^  provided  this  could  be  done  with- 
out doing  gross  violence  to  its  language,  it  may  be 
conceded  that  the  opposite  construction  would  be 
admissible.  But^  on  the  contrary,  it  seems  highly 
proper  that  the  mode  of  proceeding  for  the  purpose 
of  instituting  appeals  from  the  district  conrto,  and 
from  the  circuit  courts,  should  be  substantially 
the  same ;  and  it  appears  reasonable,  therefore,  to 
conclude  that  in  substituting  appeals  from  the  circuit 
courts  to  the  Supreme  Court,  instead  of  writs  of 
error,  for  the  reexamination  of  equity  and  admiralty 
causes,  and  in  devising  rules  and  regulations  to 
govern  such  appeals.  Congress,  legislating  at  the  same 
time  upon  the  subject  of  appeals  from  the  district 
courts,  would  not  fail  to  extend  those  rules  and  r^u-  * 
lations  also  to  the  latter  class  of  appeals.  Instead  of 
framing  new  regulations.  Congress  thought  proper 

61 
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TOT^i.  to  adopt  those  already  prescribed  by  the  Judidaiy 
Act  concermng  writs  of  error ;  but  these  were,  by 
that  act,  applied  to  writs  of  error  from  the  district 
as  well  as  those  from  the  circoit  courts,  the  only 
difference  made  between  the  two  being,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  writ  of  error  from  a  circuit  court,  a  notice  of 
thirty  days  to  the  adverse  party  was  required,  while 
in  the  case  of  a  writ  of  error  from  the  district  courts 
a  notice  of  twenty  days  was  deemed  to  be  sufficient 
Is  it  probable  that  Congress  intended  to  adopt  these 
regulations  in  the  one  case,  and  reject  them  in  the 
other  ? 

But  supposing  Mr.  Justice  Stoet  to  have  been 
mistaken  in  considering  these  regulatiox^  inapplica- 
ble to  appeals  from  the  district  to  the  circuit  courts, 
it  may  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  erred  in  his 
decision  upon  the  particular  question  before  him. 
This  related  merely  to  the  time  of  interposing  the 
appeal  The  act,  in  giving  an  appeal  to  the  next 
circuit  court,  and  in  prescribing  the  conditions  under 
which  it  should  operate  as  a  supersedeas,  would 
probably  be  so  construed,  in  the  absence  of  any 
rule  of  court  upon  the  subject,  as  to  allow  of  the 
interposition  of  an  appeal  at  any  time  before  the 
next  circuit  court :  but  no  such  right  is,  in  terms, 
conferred,  and  there  may  have  been  ground  for 
holding  that  the  court  might  lawfully  so  far  regulate 
the  right  of  appeal  as  to  restrict  its  exercise  to  the 
session  of  the  court  during  which  the  decree  was 
pronounced.  The  material  error  into  which,  ac- 
cording to  my  apprehension  of  the  subject,  Mr. 
Justice  Story  fell,  arose  from  his  overlooking  the 
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act  of  1808;  and  co^siste,  not  so  mucli  in  merely  ^^^^^^ 
upholding  the  usage  of  the  district  court  whereby 
the  right  of  appeal  was  limited  in  its  exercise  to  the 
time  of  passing  the  decree,  as  in  assuming  that 
because  "  no  mode  as  to  appeals  from  decrees  of  the 
district  courts  to  the  circuit  courts  ^  had  been  origi- 
nally provided,  the  case  was,  therefore,  "  untouched 
by  statute,  and  must  be  decided  upon  general 
principles,'' 

But,  however  it  may  have  been  with  the  district 
courts,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  under  the  plenary 
power  conferred  by  the  act  of  August  3, 1812,  ch. 
188(a),  the  Supreme  Court  had  authority  thus  to 
limit  the  right  of  appeal ;  and  this  it  has  done  with 
respect  to  cases  not  otherwise  provided  for  by  any 
general  rule  or  special  order  of  the  district  court. 
The  forty-fifth  of  the  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice 
ordains,  ^Hhat  all  appeals  from  the  district  to  the  ^Smo^ 
circuit  court  must  be  made  while  the  court  is  sitting,  mrtttobe 
or  within  such  other  period  as  shall  be  designated  ^£^ 
by  the  district  court,  by  its  general  rules,  or  by  an  ™**^  **^ 
order  specially  made  in  the  particular  suit" 

This  rule  speaks  for  itself,  and,  with  respect  to 
the  time  when  appeals  are  to  be  interposed,   is 
obligatory  upon  the  courts;  but  with  respect  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  appeal  is  to  be  ^^  made "  and 
prosecuted,  neither  this  nor  any  other  of  the  new  ^M^mA 
rules  furnishes  any  direction.    If,  as  I  cannot  but  ^^g^^^* 
believe  was  intended,  the  provisions  of  the  Judiciary  SttTiSirf 
Act  are  adopted  by  the  act  of  1808,  as  well  in  Mitadoii. 

(a)  5  But.  ftt  Large,  516,  §  6. 
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r^%  regard  ta  appeals  to  the  circuit  coarts  as  with 
respect  to  appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court;  then, 
what  has  already  been  said  relative  to  the*  latter,  is 
applicable  also  to  the  former — ^^  the  adverse  party 
having  at  least  twenty  days'  notice  "  instead  of  thirty. 
For  the  purpose  of  removing  all  doubt  as  to  the 
rights  cff  the  parties  in  the  contingency  of  the  issue 
of  a  writ  of  error  within  thirty  days  before  the 
commdacement  of  the  next  session  of  the  Sapreme 
Court,  a  rule,  as  we  have  seen,  was,  at  an  early 
date,  made  by  that  court,  which  has  been  applied 
abo  to  appeals,  declaring  that  in  such  cases  it  shall 
be  optional  with  the  defendant  either  to  ^  proceed 
to  trial,"  or  to  have  the  cause  continued  to  the  next 

Si^p^M  term.    This  rule,  while  it  recognizes  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  the  prescribed  notice  as  absolute, 


thaaSOdaya 

^^^  treats  it  at  the  same  time  as  a  privilege  which  he 

may  waive,  and  thereby  avoid  the  delay  which 

would  otherwise  occur.    A  correspondent  practice 

may  be  supposed  to  prevail  in  the  circuit  courts. 

Sp^dto  I^  m&y  ^^  presumed,  also,  that  when  an  appeal 

MjT^^  is  interposed  eedervte  cv/ria^   the  decision  of   the 

^""^        Supreme  Court  above  mentioned,  dispensing  with 

the  necessity  of  a  citation,  would  be  applied  by  the 

circuit  courts  to  appeals  from  the  district  courts. 

Jgjj^^       But  ii^  on  the  other  hand,  the  provisions  of  the 

Som^    Judiciary  Act  are  to  be  deemed  inapplicable  to 

■j^jj*^    appeals  to  the  circuit  courts,  we  must  look  elsewhere 

S?£8&  for  direction ;  and  the  reference  made  by  Mr.  Justice 

Stobt,  in  the  case  above  mentioned,  to  Ikiglish 

'  authorities  for  the    purpose  of  ascertaining   the 

^^ general  principles"   on  which  he  supposed  the 
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CBxme  to  depend,  is  infficiently  indicative  of  hia  otj^h. 
apprehension  that  resort  may  properly  be  had  to 
ihe  usages  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of 
England  for  guidance. 

We  have  seen  that  the  only  mode  of  interposing  ^StS^ 
an  appeal  in  that  court,  which  is  deemed  adnjissible  ^.^ 
in  this  country,  is  by  the  simple  annunciation  to  the 
court  of  the  desire  and  intention  of  the  party 
to  appeal  from  its  decree ;  accompanied,  I  pi^sume, 
by  a  prayer  that  the  appeal  be  allowed,  and 
followed  by  an  order  for  its  allowance.  According 
to  Mr.  Justice  Stobt^s  view  of  the  subject^  this, 
therefore,  is  the  first  step  to  be  taken  by  the  party 
for  the  purpose  of  appealing  from  a  decree  of  the 
district  court;  but  unless  he  has  already  given 
security  for  the  costs  which  may  be  awarded  against  g^^^ 
him  in  the  appellate  court  (as,  by  the  new  rules, 
the  parties  are,  in  general,  required  to  do),  he  is 
bound,  at  the  time  of  making  his  appeal,  to  give 
such  security(a). 

With  regard  to  the  succeeding  steps  to  be  re- 
sorted to  in  the  prosecution  of  the  appeal,  when 
there  are  no  express  rules  or  established  usages  of 
the  particular  court  to  the  contrary,  the  appeal, 
having  thus  been  instituted  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  ought 
doubtless  to  be  pursued  according  to  the  same 
standard,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit 

Bbownb,  after  speaking  of  the  interposition  of 
the  appeal  (^md  acta,  and  the  giving  of  security, 
describes  the  succeeding  proceedings  as  follows : 

(a)  Gierke's  PraziB,  tit.  59 ;  2  Browne'e  Oiy.  sod  Adm.  Iaw,  438. 
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TOL.  t.  «Thd  party  after  he  has  appealed,  prajB  i^xMBtles  from  the 
Tbetni»>  judge  a  quOf  L  e.,  fihort  letters  dismissory,  signed  bj  the  judge, 
stating  shortly  the  case  and  sentence  ;  and  in  the  room  of  furth^ 
apostles^  declaring  he  will  transmit  all  proceedings.  At  the 
time,  when  the  apostles  are  prayed  and  granted,  a  time  is  appointed 
within  which  the  party  is  to  retrocertify  to  the  judge  a  quo  what 
steps  he  has  taken,  who  otherjfnse  will  proceed  to  execate  his 
sentence.  The  apostles,  when  granted,  are  carried  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor's  secretary,  and  upon  the  back  of  them  the  chancellor 
names  commissioners  or  judges  delegates ;  and  the  commission 
being  made  out,  two  of  them  at  least  most  accept  it ;  which  being 
done,  they  iasae  an  inhUnUan  to  the  judge  below  to  atop  all 
farther  proceedings,  and  a  monition  to  transmit  all  the  peat  pro- 
ceedings  in  the  cause  to  them;  and  this  trantmiss  serFca  in  tbe 
room  of  further  apo6tles(a).'' 

The  ends  to  be  obtained  by  what  is  bere  de- 
scribed, it  will  bd  obsenred,  are,  1,  the  designation 
of  an  appellate  tribunal;  2,  to  bring  the  cause  nnder 
the  cognizance  of  such  tribunal ;  and  3,  to  prevent 
the  court  of  admiralty  firom  proceeding  to  execute 
its  decree. 

In  this  country  the  appellate  court  is  a  permanent 
tribunal,  established  by  law :  the  prompt  transmis- 
sion of  a  transcript  of  the  record  and  proceedings 
of  the  district  court,  at  the  instance  of  the  appellant, 
is  a  matter  of  course ;  and  it  is  no  less  a  matter  of 
course  for  that  courts  after  an  appeal,  to  abstain 
'  from  proceeding  further  in  the  cause.  None  of  the 
steps  recounted  by  Doctor  Browne,  therefore,  are 
necessary  in  our  courts  for  the  purpose  of  accom- 
plishing the  above  mentioned  objects.  Should  tbe 
appellant  fail  to  prosecute  his  appeal  with  proper 

(a)  2  Browne's  Oir.  and  Adm.  Law,  438. 
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diligence,  the  appellate  court,  npon  the  petition,  of  <>HAP^it. 
the  appellee,  would  pronounce  th^  appeal  deserted, 
and  remit  the  cause  for  final  proceedings  to  the 
district  court;  or  retain  the  cause,  and,  upoi^  a 
hearing  ex  pa/rte,  affirm  the  original  decree,  with 
co8t8(a) :  and  should  the  district  court,  m  fact,  im- 
properly attempt  to  enforce  its  decree,  notwithstand- 
ing the  appeal,  the  appellate  court  would,  in  such 
case,  doubtless  have  the  power,  and  consider  it  to 
beite  duty,  upon  an  appUcation  for  that  purpose, 
to  issue  an  inhibition  to  restrain  the  proceeding. 

We  have  seen  that  by  a  general  rule  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  made  before  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  1808,  it  was  ordered  that  the  return  to  a  writ  of 
error,  returnable  in  that  court,  might  be  made  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  to  which  the  writ  was  directed, 
by  transmitting  a  true  copy  of  the  record  and  all 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  under  his  hand  and  seal  of 
the  court;  and  that  since  the  passage  of  the  act, 
this  rule  has  been  considered  to  be  applicable  to 
appeak  It  may  be  presumed  that  this  mode  of 
authentication  has  been  deemed  sufficient,  and 
actually  adopted  in  all  the  districts;  but  unless 
there  be  a  rule  or  established  usage  to  this  effect  of 
the  circuit  court,  to  which  an  appeal  is  taken,  the 
transcript  ought,  according  to  general  precedent, 
to  be  certified  by  the  district  judge. 

The  proceedings  on  the  appeal,  before  the  appel*  g^j^j^ 
late  court,  are  thus  described  by  BBOwma;  ~^ 

'*The  appeal  proceeding,  an  appellatory  libel  is  exhibited* 
This  is  contested  or  answered  hj  the  opposite  party ;  the  depon- 


(a)  The  Prhaieer  Moatgomery  y.  The  BeUetfj  1  Gallison's  R.,  416« 
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TOL.  1.  lions  are  read  from  the  tannnias,  in  which  all  the  prooeediags 
below  are  made  up  in  the  form  of  a  book;  adyocatea  are  heard, 
and  the  delegates  proceed  to  pronounce  sentence,  and  according 
to  their  judgment  decree  hene  or  male  appeUatum;  and  in  the 
latter  case,  approving  of  the  sentence  of  the  judge  below,  seod 
back  the  whole  cause  to  him,  with  all  its  incidental  to  be  bj  him 
carried  into  execution ;  or  they  maji  if  they  pleaae,  though  ihej 
remit  the  cause,  retain  the  taxation  and  enforcement  of  the  costs; 
and  it  must  be  remembered  that  all  proceedings  before  the  dele- 
gates are  summary(a).'' 

The  appellatorj  libel  and  answer  correspond  with 
the  petition  of  appeal  and  the  answer  tiiereta 
But,  however  it  may  be  with  respect  to  the  oth« 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Judiciary  Act,  there 
can  be  no  question  concerning  the  applicability  of 
the  direction  contained  in  the  24th  section,  ''That 
when  a  judgment  or  decree  shall  be  reversed  in  a 
circuit  court,  such  court  shall  proceed  to  render 
such  judgment  or  pass  such  decree  as  the  district 
court  should  have  rendered  or  passed."  The  man- 
ner of  hearing  will  be  the  same,  whichever  of  the 
two  modes  of  antecedent  proceeding  be  adopted, 
and  will  be  treated  of  in  the  sequel. 

It  is  necessary  now  to  bring  under  review  two 
important  subjects  pertaining  to  appeals  from  the 
dbtrict  courts  to  the  circuit  courts,  concerning  which 
practitioners  in  general  seem  not  to  be  thoroughly 
informed,  and  relative  to  which,  if  I  mistake  not> 
some  misapprehensions  have  hitherto  prevailed.  I 
refer,  1,  to  the  familiar  dictum,  that  in  admiralty 
causes  the  parties  are  entitied  in  the  appellate  court 

(a)  2  Browne's  Oiy.  and  Adm,  Law,  441. 


---1 


APPEALS.  '  409 

to  allege  what  has  not  been  alleged,  and  to  prpve  ^^  **• 
what  has  not  been  proved  in  the  conrt  below — or, 
as  it  is  commonly  expressed — rum  aUegala  dUegare^ 
eft  rum  probata  prdboff'e  ;  and,  2,  to  the  mode  of  proof 
on  appeal. 

Or    THX    BULK    VON     ALLBOATA     ALLBOAHDI,     ST    KON    PROBATA 

PROBANDI,  IV  AV  APPBLLATB  OOUBT. 

The  first  branch  of  the  above  mentioned  dictum 
seems  to  have  been  understood  by  some  to  imply 
not  merely  the  continuance,  nol/wUTistandiTig  an 
appeal,  of  the  right  which  the  parties  had  in  the 
district  court,  in  proper  cases,  to  amend  their  plead- 
ings; but  a  new  and  superior  right  accruing  in 
coneequenoe  of  the  appeal,  to  introduce  new  matter 
of  controversy  alfnost  ad  HbUum. 

The  difficulty  of  reconciling  such  a  doctrine  with 
that  provision  of  the  Judiciary  Act  which  declares 
that  the  district  courts  shall  *^  have  exclusive  original 
cognizance  of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  mari- 
•  time  jurisdiction,**  would  seem  of  itself  to  constitute 
a  very  serious  objection  to  such  a  doctrine ;  but  in 
reaUfcy  it  has  no  foundation  in  authority. 

The  earliest  reported  case  I  have  met  with  in  orwntiia 
which  the  rule  in  question  became  the  subject  of  JJSS"** 
judicial  comment,  was  an  appeal  from  the  district 
court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  South  Carolina. 

The  question  in  that  case,  however,  concerned, 
not  the  right  to  make  new  allegations  in  the  appel- 
late court,  but,  the  right  to  adduce  new  proo&  in 

support  of  the  original  allegations  on  the  part  of  the 
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r^f.  claimant  in  a  suit  in  rem.  But  Mr,  Justice  Johhsok, 
quoting  the  Latin  maxim  above  mentioned,  and  ^efe^ 
ring  generally  to  Glebke  and  BRoynsTK^  observes: 
^  An  appeal,  therefore,  in  the  admiralty,  is  rather 
in  the  nature  of  a  new  trial,  in  which  the  court  does 
not  enter  into  the  mere  consideration  of  the  pro- 
priety of  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  upon  tiie 
evidence  before  it,  but  affords  an  opportunity  to 
the  appellant  to  present  his  case  with  the  best  poB- 
sible  aspect  that  new  allegations  or  new  evidence  can 
afford  it{ay^  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  learned 
judge,  in  the  case  before  him,  to  define  the  scope  of 
the  first  branch  of  the  rule,  and  his  language  is  too 
general  to  enable  the  reader  to  infer  his  views  cod- 
ceming  it.  His  observation  is  important  only  as  aa 
early  and  deliberate  recognition,  by  an  able  and 
learned  judge,  of  the  right,  to  some  extent^  to  give 
new  allegations  in  the  appellate  court,  and  as  showing 
the  authority  on  which  he  supposed  the  right  to  rest 
With  respect  to  the  second  branch  of  the  rule  he  is 
more  explicit,  and  his  observations  upon  it  will  b^ 
noticed  in  the  sequel. 

This  case  was  decided  in  1805 ;  and  in  a  case 
which  arose  four  years  later  in  the  Supreme  Courts 
indirectly  involving  the  doctrine  now  in  question, 
Ch.  J.  Mabshall,  in  pronoundng  the  judgment  o( 
the  court,  also  quotes  the  statement  of  Bbowh^ 
that  ^*  in  cases  of  appeal  it  is  lawful  to  allege  what 
has  not  before  been  alleged,  and  to  prove  what  has 
not  before  been  proved(J)  f  but  the  case  did  not 

(a)  Rose  y.  Himdy  et  al^  Bee's  B.,  313. 
(6)  Teatan  v.  The  United  SuOeSj  5  Gnnch's  B.,  281  (2  Gortis's 
Deci&  S.  0.,  263). 
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require  any  direct  application  of  the  principle,  and  ^^^^  *^ 
sheds  no  light  upon  it 

The  next  instance  ii^which  the  doctrine  is  brought 
under  Judicial  review^  is  an  anonymous  case  before 
Mr.  Justice  Stoby,  in  which  the  question  was  "  as 
to  the  right  of  the  circuit  court  to  grant  amendments, 
in  libels  or  informations  m  rem^  for  violations  of 
municipal  laws,  brought  by  appeal  from  the  district 
court  ;^  a  question,  he  observed,  w]}ich  had  been 
argued  several  times,  as  a  question  of  general  im- 
portance, and  on  which  the  court  would  then  deliver 
its  opinion.  After  referring  to  the  authority  con- 
ferred on  the  courts  of  the  United  States  by  the 
thirty-second  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  to  permit 
the  parties  ^^  to  amend  any  defect  in  the  process  or 
pleadipgs,  upon  such  conditions  as  the  said  courts 
respectively  shaU,  in  their  discretion,  and  by  their 
rules,  prescribe  ;^^  and  after  reviewing  the  authori- 
ties concerning  the  common  law  power  of  granting 
amendments,  the  learned  judge  proceeds  to  show 
that  according  to  the  established  constructions  which 
had  been  ^ven  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  municipal  seizures  were  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  observes :  ^  Ifj  then, 
these  are  admiralty  and  maritime  causes,  the  appeal 
must  let  in  all  the  general  principles  which  govern 
such  ^^ases,  ,Now  no  principle  is  more  exactly  settled, 
than  that  upon  an  appeal  in  an  admiralty  cause,  it 
is  allowable,  under  certain  restrictions,  to  allege 
what  has  not  been  before  alleged,  and  to  prove 
what  has  not  been  proved ;  and  this  right  to  allow 
n^w  aU^ations  seems  the  natural  result  from  the 
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^^•'    introdnctioii  of  new  evidence  on  Hie  appeaL    The 
same  practice  is  familiar  in  onr  state  courts  on  ap- 
peals ;  and  thonglt  it  derives  countenance  £rom  our 
statntesi  yet  I  apprehend  that  the  tme  groand  why 
the  practice  has  obtained  is,  that  on. the  appeal  the 
proceedings  are  considered  as  de  now  in  the  appel- 
late jurisdiction.    On  the  whole,  we  are  well  satisfied 
of  our  right  to  grant  amendments,  which  seem  neces- 
sary, in  the  various  causes  before  us,  on  appeal ;  but 
it  is  an  exercise  of  sound  discretion,  in  which  the 
court  will  take  care  that  no  un&ir  advantage  shall 
be  taken  by  one  party,  and  no  oppression  practiced 
by  the  other.    Considering  the  nature  of  informsr 
tions  in  rern^  the  countenance  which  has  heretofore 
been  allowed  to  amendments  in  the  appellate  courts, 
and  the  mischiefe  which  would  arise  fix>m  a  sadden 
change  of  practice,  we  shall  now  allow  the  amend- 
ments asked  for :  but  we  do  not  mean  to  lay  it  down  as 
a  general  rule,  that  such  amendments  will  be  hereafter 
allowed,  as  of  course,  in  this  court ;  on  the  contrary, 
having  the  authority,  we  shall  probably  limit  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  by  general  regu]ations(a).'' 
It  is  probable,  from  the  language  here  used  by 
the  learned  judge,  that  at  that  time  he  entertained 
no  idea  of  the  existence  of  any  right  in  the  parties 
to  introduce  new  allegations  before  the  appellate 
court,  independently  of  the  doctrine  of  amendment 
The  question  which  he  considered  it  necessary  to 
discuss  was,  not  whether  the  parties  were  entitled 
to  add  or  substitute  new  pleadings  at  pleasure,  but 

(a)  AfwnymouB,  1  Gftllisoxi'B  R.,  22. 
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whether  an  appellate  court  had  authority  to  allow  ^^-  '^ 
the  original  pleading  to  be  altered  or  amended  at 
all.  In  asserting  this  power  as  derived  from  the 
usages  of  courts  of  admiralty^  he  cites  for  authority, 
as  usual,  Glxbeb  and  BR0WKE(a) ;  and  considering 
how  slight  and  questioni^ble  these  authorities  appear, 
upon  close  examination,  in  reality  to  be,  he  very 
properly  takes  care  to  speak  of  the  asserted  power 
as  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
to  inculcate  caution  in  ite  exercise. 

In  another  case  decided  at  the  same  term,  a  libel, 
founded  on  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  collection  act 
of  1799t  for  unloading  goods  without  a  permit,  the 
attorney  for  the  United  States  moved  in  the  circuit 
court  for  leave  to  amend  his  libel,  and  to  insert  a 
new  count,  founded  on  the  twenty-eighth  section  of 
the  same  act,  for  receiving  on  board,  from  another 
vessel,  certain  foreign  goods  and  merchandise  in  the 
the  Bay  of  Passamaquoddy,  an  offence  alleged  to 
have  been  unknown  to  the  district  attorney  when 
the  libel  was  framed.  The  proposed  amendment 
being  opposed  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  intro* 
ductive  of  a  new  cause  of  action,  Mr.  Justice  Stobt 
observed  that  such  amendments  in  admiralty  and 
maritime  causes  were  ^^  within  the  scope  of  the  gene- 
ral rule  that  you  may  allege  new  allegations  in  the 
appellate  court  f  and  leave  to  afnend  was  denied 
only  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
had  run  against  the  cause  of  action  which  it  was 
proposed  thus  to  introduce(i). 

(a)  Glerke'0  PiuU,  tit  54 ;  1  Browne's  €!▼.  and  Adm.  Law,  500; 
2  id.,  436. 

(b)  Tkt  Schooner  Hamumy^  1  GalliBon's  R.,  123. 


414  ADIORALTT  FBACIIGEL 

T^&  In  the  caae,  decided  a  few  years  later  in  the 
Stip)!eme  Goiirt,  of  a  prisse  proceeding  in  behalf  of 
American  re^saptora,  in  which  it  was  insisted  that 
the  property  libelled  was  not  enemy's  property,  and 
that  the  libellants  were  therefore  only  entitled  to 
salvage,  which,  it  was  argned,  could  not  be  awarded 
4n  a  suit  claiming  the  property  as  prize  of  war,  the 
same  learned  judge,  in  pronouncing  the  judgm^it 
of  the  courts  observed,  that  the  most  that  could 
result  from  the  allowance  of  the  objection  against 
the  form  of  the  libel  would  be  that  the  cause  would 
be  remanded  to  the  circuit  courts  with  direction  to 
allow  an  amendment  of  the  libel ;  for  that  ^  where 
merits  clearly  appear  on  the  record,  it  is  the  settled 
practice,  in  admiralty  proceedings,  not  to  dianiss 
the  libel,  but  to  allow  the  party  to  assert  his  rights 
in  a  new  allegation." 
The  just  conclusion  from  this  brief  review  appears 


The  rale, 
gata  alls' 


wSm^  to  be,  that  the  firat  branch  of  the  rule  in  questidii, 
^^^^  notwithstanding  the  generality  of  its  terms,  really 
imports  nothing  more  tha&  that  a  discretionaiy 
power  of  allowing  amendments  to  the  pleadings 
passes  by  force  of  the  appeal  to  the  appellate  cotirt, 
and  may  there  be  exercised,  upon  a  proper  applica- 
tion for  that  purpose,  to  the  like  extent^  and 
subject  to  the  like  restrictions,  as  the  like  power 
may  be  exercised -in  the  court  below ;  and  it  is  only 
necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  more  folly  defining 
the  scope  and  limitations  of  this  power,  to  refer  the 
learned  reader  to  the  ninth  chapter  of  this  volume, 
which  treats  of  the  subject  of  amendments  in  general. 
It  will  there  be  found  that  in  one  or  two  of  the 
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cases  of  intermediate  date,  the  rule  has  been  reito-  ch^i«* 
rated  in  terms  somewhat  too  comprehensive ;  and 
that  the  latest  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
to  which  I  have  referred,  evinces  a  disposition  to 
restrain  the  power  within  limits  less  extended  than 
those  terms  seem  to  imply. 

The  principle  established  appears  to  be  this:  thai  ^^ 
not  only  is  the  party  entitled  to  amend  a  defective  SfwH^ 
statement  of  his  cause  of  action  or  defence,  but  if^  '^^ 
in  the  progress  of  a  suit  m  r^,  he  discovers,  or  first 
becomes  aware  of,  even  a  new  cause  of  action,  or 
ground  of  defence,  which  the  evidence  adduced,  or 
which  he  has  it  in  his  power  to  give,  is  adapted  to 
support,  he  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  ori- 
ginal or  appellate,  be  permitted,  by  an  amended  or 
supplemental  libel,  or  answer,  to  avail  himself  of 
such  new  cause  of  action  or  defence.    Such,  indeed, 
is  the  clear  import  of  the  twenty-fourth  of  the  new 
Bules  of  Admiralty  Practice,  recited  in  the  ante- 
cedent'chapter  above  referred  to.    But  the  appel-  towhtdhuie 
late  court  is  bound,  nevertheless,  to  taike  care  that  ^^ 
this  privilege  shall  not  be  abused.    The  parties  are 
bound,  as  far  as  they  are  able,  by  the  exercise  of  all 
proper  diligence,  fully  and  fairly  to  bring  forward 
their  respective  pretensions  and  claims,  in  the  first 
instance;  and  it  is  only  upon  this  condition  that 
new  allegations  can  be  admitted  (a).    The  spirit  of 
this  rule  seems  also  to  require,  that  if  the  necessity 
for  amendment  is  discovered  at  any  time  before  the 
actual  decision  of  the  cause  in  the  district  court^  the 

(a)  The  Schooner  Botton  and  Cargo,  1  Sunmer'B  R.,  328, 331. 
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T^i.  party  should  be  required  to  address  his  application 
for  leave  to  amend,  to  that  conrt,  instead  of  seekiBg 
to  obtain  it  by  resorting  to  an  appeal(a). 
toXII^  It  remains  now  briefly  to  notice  the  second  bnmeh 
gS"  of  the  rule  imder  consideration,  a»ertdng  the  right 
of  the  parties  to  prove,  in  the  appellate  coort^  what 
has  not  before  been  proved.  Bespectibg  the  prac- 
tical import  of  this  nuudm,  under  onr  system  of 
admiralty  jorispmdence,  I  should  not  have  enter- 
tained a  doubt,  but  for  what  has  in  one  case  been 
said  by  the  eminent  jurist  to  whose  decisions  it  has 
been  necessary,  in  the  course  of  this  work,  so 
frequently  and  so  constantly  to  refer,  and  of  whom 
it  has,  by  another  learned  and  distinguished  admi- 
ralty judge,  been  justly  observed,  that  ^  if  it  shall 
hereafter  appear,  on  more  profound  and  critical 
examination,  that  error  has,  in  some  cases,  cr^t 
into  Ids  judicial  opinions,  it  wUl  also  be  found  that 
he  has  left  as  great  a  number  of  judgments  behind 
him,  which  will  remain  to  future  ages,  permanent 
landmarks  of  the  law,  as  any  o.ther  judge  that  ever 
sat  upon  the  bench  in  this  country,  or  in  Eug^ 

(a)  The  learned  reader  who  is  familiar  with  the  roles  of  the  comia 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-Tork,  wlU  not 
fail  to  perceive,  that  so  far  as  they  recognize  the  right  of  the  libeUa&t 
to  file  a  new  lihel  and  Tirtoally  to  institute  a  new  suit  in  the  drcoit 
court,  at  his  own  option,  they  are  irreoondtable  with  what  the  aathor 
has  found  himself  compelled  to  adopt  as  the  true  import  of  the  rule 
that  the  parties  are  entitled  In  the  appellate  court  to  allege  what  has 
not  before  been  alleged.  He  trusts,  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  add,  that 
he  is  induoed  to  notice  this  oonfiict  by  no  arrogant  or'oepsorious  spirit, 
but  only  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  any  inference  either  that  he  wu 
not  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  particular  rules  to  which  he  has  abo^ 
alluded,  or  that  he  had  misunderstood  them. 
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haid(a)y    The  olwwnratbn  to  whicli  I  refer  is  this :   ohap.m. 
After  adverting  to  what  he  denominates  ^^  the  well 
known  nsage  of  admiralty  conrts,  even  after  appeal, 
in  fit  cases,  in  their  discretion,  to  allow  either  party 
to  file  new  allegations  and  proofs,   ^non  aUegata 
aUegcure^  €t  non prchcOa prciba^  — he  adds:  "There  mMm 
IS  a  restriction,  too  often  forgotten  in  practice,  modo  £<|^  ^ 
non  obst^  pulMoatio  teslmmj  the  effect  of  which  is  I3SS!^%. 
to  exclade  new  testimony  to  the  old  articles,  or  to 
those  of  which  no  proof  was  formerly  given.    In 
the  actual  frame  of  onr  laws,  the  restriction  is  in 
many  cases  overlooked,  or  abandoned ;  bnt  it  is  still 
retained  in  prize  causes,  where  further  proof  stands 
upon  the  direct  order  of  the  court  itself."    The 
authority  cit^  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  support  of 
the  restriction  mention,  is  1  Browne's  Civil  and 
Admiralty  Law,  500,  601 ;  2  id.,  436,  437(J).    This 

-  (a)  Bemarks  of  Jadge  Wars  in  the  District  C<mrt  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maine,  responsive  to  Resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Bar  on  the  occasion  of  the  death  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Stort, 
I  cannot  forbear  to  quote  the  following  additional  observations  of 
Judge  Wars,  scarcely  less  honorable  to  the  illustrious  subject  of  his 
eulogy :  ^  But  there  is  one  quality  in  the  judicial  opinions  of  Judge 
Stort,  in  which,  if  they  are  not  altogether  preeminent,  they  are  not 
surpassed  by  those  of  any  other  judge  in  the  annals  of  jurisprudence. 
If  there  be  latent  error  in  them,  they  usually  themselves  furnish  the 
means  by  which  it  may  be  detected.  For  such  was  his  conscientious 
diligence,  the  extent  and  profoundness  of  his  learning,  and  the  fertili^ 
of  his  mind,  that  the  subject  was  seldom  dismissed  until  it  had  been 
analysed  with  the  most  thorough  exactness — uutil  all  its  analogies 
and  distinctions  had  be^n  critically  examined — the  whole  dissected 
by  a  most  subtle  and  accurate  logic,  and  over  all  had  been  thrown  the 
light  of  all  the  learning  that  pertained  to  the  matter.  *' 

(6)  The  Schooner  BoBton  and  Cargo,  1  Sumner's  R.,  328,  331.  In 
the  report,  2  Browne,  500,  501,  is  erroneously  printed  for  1  Browne, 
500,501. 
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T^t.  restriction  was  designed  to  gnard  against  perjory 
and  abnse.  But  nnder  onr  system  they  cannot  be 
enforced ;  and  no  effort  appears  to  have  been,  or  is 
likely  to  be  made  to  do  it.  The  hearing  in  the 
circuit  court  must,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  be 
▼irtnally  a  new  trial  as  in  a  suit  at  common  law. 
The  parties  cannot  be  restricted  to  the  same  oouise 
of  inquiry  in  the  examination  of  their  witnesses  in 
the  appellate  court,  that  was  adopted  in  the  district 
court ;  nor  can  a  witness  be  precluded  from  correct- 
ing any  error  into  which,  on  his  first  examination, 
he  may  have  fallen;  nor,  being  sworn  to  speak 
the  whole  truth,  can  he  be  restrained  from  supply- 
ing any  deficiencies  in  his  original  recoUections. 
Neither  can  the  party  be  restricted  to  the  same 
witnesses;  for  those  produced  in  the  court  below 
may  have  gone  to  parts  unknown,  or  died  in  the 
mean  time.  Besides,  the  matter  introduced  by  the 
new  articles  will  generally  be  so  closely  related  to 
that  contained  in  the  old,  and  so  intimately  blended 
with  it,  as  to  render  it  impracticable  to  confine  the 
witnesses  exclusively  to  the  former. 

The  appellate  court  ought  undoubtedly  to  guard 
itself,  by  rigid  scrutiny,  against  imposition  by  means 
Fnrtiier      of  ucw  evideuco ;  and  in  case  further,  time  is  de- 
^^YZt     ^^^^^  ^or  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  evidence 
'^^''^^    in  support  of  the  original  allegations  of  the  party, 
unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  evidence  could  not 
have  been  produced  in  the  court  below,  the  indul- 
gence will  not  be  granted:  and  in  no  case  will 
further  time  be  allowed  for  this  purpose,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  the  new  evidence  is  material.    Thus 


APPEALS.  419 

in  a  case  before  Mr,  Justice  Johnsok,  already  cited,  <'^i^ 
in  which  the  question  was,  first,  whether,  in  any 
case,  new  evidence  could  be  adduced  in  the  appel- 
late court ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  in  the  case  be* 
fore  him,  time  ought  to  be  allowed  for  the  purpose, 
the  learned  judge  said  his  ^'  decision  on  the  second 
point  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
proposed  to  be  adduced,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the 
grounds  set  forth  in  the  affidavit  to  show  that  the 
inability  of  the  claimant  to  produce'  such  evidence 
at  the  time  was  not  attributable  to  his  own  laches  f 
and  he  proceeded  to  narrate  the  facts,  and  con- 
formed his  decision  to  the  rule  he  had  laid  down. 

MoDX  or  PBOor  ok  afpbal. 

I  proceed  now  to  consider  the  second  of  the 
two  subjects  above  indicated  as  especially  requiring 
notice,  viz.,  the  mode  of  proof  on  appeal  in  the 
circuit  court.  The  necessity  of  this  discussion,  also, 
arises  fipom  a  dictum  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Stobt — 
whose  opinions  concerning  everything  pertaining 
to  admii*alty  jurisprudence  are  so  highly  and  so 
justly  influential— and  from  certain  vague,  and,  as 
they  appear  to  me,  erroneous  impressions  upon  the 
subject,  entertained  by  others.  I  have  already, 
in  a  former  chapter(a),  adverted  to  the  legislative 
enactments  on  which  this  question  chiefly  depends ; 
the  most  important  of  which  is  that  contained  in 
the  dOth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  enjoining  the 
jBxamination  of  witnesses,  viva  voce^  in  open  court, 

(a)  8u/pra^  chapter  x. 


atork. 
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^^  *»  in  6(|iiity  and  admiralty  catues  as  well  as  in  sdia  at 
law.  The  injonction  is -absolute  and  unqualified; 
and  if  a  doubt  could  otherwise  have  been  enertained 
whethw  this  provisicHi  was  intended  to  embrace 
proceedings  in  an  appeUate  as  well  as  in  the  <m^atal 
court,  the  same  section  contains  another  provision 
which  precludes  the  possibility  of  such  a  doubt,  and 
!?4«J^or  i^  is  this:  That  ^^in  the  teial  of  any  cause  of  admi- 
my  bT  ralty  or  maritime  jurisdiction  in  a  district  court,  the 
dS^SytiM  decree  in  which  may  be  appealed  from,  tf  dther 
party  shall  suggest  to  and  .satisfy  the  court  that 
probably  it  will  not  be  in  his  power  to  produce  the 
witnesses  there  testifying  before  the  circuit  court, 
should  an  appeal  be  had,  and  shall  move  that  their 
testimony  be  taken  down  in  writing,  it  shall  be  so 
done  by  the  clerk  of  the  court ;  and  if  an  appeal 
be  had,  such  testimony  may  be  used  on  the  trial  of 
the  same,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court  which  shall  try  the  appeal,  that  the  witnesses 
are  dead  or  gone  out  of  the  United  States  to  a 
greater  distance  than  as  aforesaid  [one  hundred 
miles]  from  the  place  where  the  court  is  sittiii^,  or 
that  by  reason  of  age,  sickness,  bodily  infirmity  or 
imprisonment,  they  are  unable  to  travel  and  appear 
at  court,  but  not  otherwise."  It  is  true  this  impor- 
tant section  recognizes,  by  way  of  proviso,  the  power 
of  the  courts  to  grant  commissions  "to  take  depo- 
sitions according  to  common  usage;"  but  it  is 
expressly  restricted  to  cases  "where  it  may  be 
necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  or  delay  of  justice." 
Whether  it  is  wise  to  allow  the  evidence  of  wit- 
nesses to  be  taken  in  writing,  out  of  courts  in  any 
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description  of  stiits^  when  their  attendance  in  court  chaf^is. 
may  be  obtttoied^  has  long  been  considered,  in  Eng- 
land as  well  as  in  tiiis  eonntrj,  an  important  and 
at  least  qnestionalde  problem.  Whatew  advan* 
tagses  may.  have  been  supposed  to  attend  this  mode 
of  examination,  it  has  never  been  4onbted  that  it 
was  obnozioiit  to  weighty  objectioiis^  or  that  the 
opposito  mode  was  better  adapted  to.  elicit  the  tmth ; 
and  tl]»  tide  of  enlightened  public  opinion,  both  in 
this  oonntry  and  in  England,'  has  been  constantly 
gaining  strength  in  favor  of  oral  ezammations  in 
open  court. 

The  practice  unquestionably  had  its  origin  in  a 
desire  to  diminish  the  labor  and  saro  the  time  of 
judges,  and  it  is  certainly  true  that  it  requires  less 
ti^  read  the  written  depoBition  of  a  wTtness  than 
to  examine  him ;  but  I  am  convinced  by  experience 
that  even  this  advantage  has  been  overrated,  and 
that  it  is  much  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the 
superior  means  afforded  by  seeing  the  witness  and 
hearing  him  testify^  of  forming  a  correct  judgment 
of  the  credilnlity  and  weight  of  has  evidcnxce.  But 
it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  this,  question. .  Its  impoi^ 
tance  could  not  have  escaped  the  earnest  attention 
of  the  enlightened  and  sagacious  men  by  w:hom  the 
Judiciary  Act  was  framed  and  passed ;  and  it  is 
enough  that  they  thought  proper  peremptorily  to 
prescribe:  the  vwa  voce  exannnation  of  witnesses  in 
open  court. 

Thirteen  years  afterwards,  at  whose  instance  or 
with  what  degree  of  deliberation  we  have  not  the 
means  of  determining,  Congress,  it  is  true,  so  iai 
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T^i  relaxed  this  injiinctiony  as  to  oonfer  upon  the  coartB 
a  discretionary  power,  on  the  application  of  either 
party,  in  snits  in  eqnity — not  in  admiralty— to 
order  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to  be  taken  by 
deposition ;  expressly  limiting  this  power,  howerer, 
to  the  circnit  conrts  holden  in  those  states  in  which 
testimony  in  chancery  was  so  taken(o^).  Then  came 
the  act  of  1808,  substitating  an  appeal  instead  of  a 
writ  of  error  from  the  circoit  courts  to  the  Sapreme 
Goort,  in  eqnity  and  admiralty  canses ;  and  requiring 
the  transmission  to  the  latter  court,  "upon  such 
appeal,  of  a  transcript  of  the  libel,  bill,  answer,  depo- 
sitions, and  all  other  proceedings  of  what  kind 
soever  in  the  cause ;"  and  repealing  so  much  of  the 
19th  and  22d  sections  of  the  Judiciary  Act^  as  came 
within  its  purview. 

Under  this  state  of  the  laws  it  was,  that  in  a  case 
of  salvage  on  appeal  before  Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  in 
which  the  claimant  had  been  permitted  to  file  a 
supplemental  answer  in  the  circuit  court,  to  which 
the  libellants  had  ^ed  a  defensive  all^ation,  repel- 
ling charges  of  embezzlement  contained  in  the  answer, 
the  learned  judge  is  reported  to  have  used  the  fol- 
^d^  hi  lo^'^^g  language :  "  Upon  the  issue  thus  framed,  new 
^n^u.  testimony  was  taken ;  and  by  the  direction  of  the 

taken  OB  • 

MmmiMkm.  court^  it  was  taken  under  commission,  and  reduced 
to  writing.  And  I  beg  here  to  repeat  what  was 
stated  at  the  bar  at  the  time,  but  seems  not  to  be 
understood  in  practice,  that  since  the  act  of  3d 
March,  1803,.  ch.  98,  in  admiralty  causes  as  well  as 

(a)  Act  of  April  29)  1802,  di.  31,  §  25;  2  Stat.  «t  Urge. 
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in  equity  cawee^  all  the  evidence  ori^ally  taken  in  ^"'^*^'' 
the  circuit  conrt,  in  cases  capable  of  appeal,  most 
be  transmitted  to  the  Supreme  Conrt,  which  cannot 
be  unless  the  same  is  reduced  to  writing ;  and  no 
supplemental  evidence  can  be  required  in  the  Su- 
preme  Court,  except  in  admiralty  and  prize  causes ; 
which  rule  presupposes  that  all  the  old  evidence  is 
already  in  the  record(a).'' 

Now  I  am  constrained,  with  great  deference,  to 
say  that  the  condusicm  of  the  learned  judge,  if  such 
it  was,  that  the  act  of  1808  requires,  or  even  war- 
rants, a  disregard  of  the  above  mentioned  injunction 
of  the  Judiciary  Act,  appears  to  me  altogether 
inadmiasible.  Undoubtedly  this  very  loosely  framed 
act  requires  the  transmission  to  the  Supreme  Courts 
on  appeal  from  a  circuit  court,  of  the  evidence 
itself  instead  of  a  statement  of  the  ^*  £Etcts  ^  proved 
as  required  by  the  19th  section  of  the  Judiciary 
Act,  which,  by  the  act  of  1803,  is  e:^ressly 
repealed.  It  must  be  conceded,  also,  that  the  act 
of  1808,  according  to  this  construction,  imposes 
upon  the  circuit  courts  the  necessity  of  devising 
some  suitable  mode  by  which  its  design  in  this 
respect  may  be  accomplished.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  to  construe  it  as  an  absolute  repeal  of  the 
abovementioned  important  provision  of  the  organic 
Judiciary  Act,  apd  to  substitute  a  mode  of  proof  so 
pomtedly  forbidden  by  it,  would  be  as  unsound  in 
point  of  law,  as  a  resort  to  robbery  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  perpetrator  to  give  alms,  would  be  in 

(a)  7^  Schooner  Boiton  and  CargOy  1  Samner's  R.,  328,  332. 
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Toiu  t.  point  of  ethics.  Nothing  ahcnt  of  the  moBt  irrecon- 
cilable repagnancy  between  the  two  acts^conld  justify 
such  a  conatraction :  but  no  such  repugnancy  exists ; 
and  it  is  moreover  hi^y  improbable,  if  it  had  really 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  so 
great  a  change  in  the  law,  that  such  intention, 
instead  of  being  left  to  remote  and  uncertain  impli- 
cation,  would  not  have  been  expli<dtly  declared. 

There  4ire  other  less  objectionable  modes  of 
complying  with  the  act  of  1803.  Thus,  by  a  late 
act  of  the  British  Parliament,  giving  authority  to 
the  High  Court  <^  Admiralty  to  ^'  summon  before 
it^  and  examine  or  cause  to  be  examined,  witnesses 
by  word  of  mouth,  either  before  or  after  examinsr 
tion  by  deposition,"  it  ia  enacted  that  "  notes  of 
such  evidence  shall  be  taken  down  in  writing  by 
the  judge  or  registrar,  or  by  such  other  person  or 
persons,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  judge  of  the 
said  court  shall  direct :"  and  it  is  by  this  act  further 
provided,  that  incase  of  appeal,  the  notes  of  evidence 
so  taken  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  shall  be  certified  by  him 
to  the  appellate  tribunal,  and  shall  be  admitted  to 
prove  the  oral  evidence  originally  given ;  and  that 
no  evidence  shall  be  admitted  on  such  appeal  to 
contradict  the  notes  of  evidence  so  taken  and 
certified,  but  that  the  appellate  court  may  never- 
theless direct  witnesses  to  be  examined  and  re-exar 
mined  upon  such  hcta  as  it  shall  see  fit(a). 

(a)  3  and  4  Tict.,  ch.  65,  §§  7, 17.  In  England,  the  responsibility 
of  making  innoTations  so  important  is  not  cast  upon  Judicial  tribunals : 
still  less  would  any  English  court  dream  of  spontaneously  assuming  it 
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A  somewhat  difiPerent  mode  of  proceeding  has  oha3p.is. 
been  devised  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New-York,  by  the  135th  of  the  general 
rules  of  which  it  is  ordained,  that  in  cases  ^^  when 
appeal  shall  be  made  from  the  decree  of  this  court, 
the  appellant  shall,  within  four  days  from  the  pro- 
nouncing or  jBling  of  such  decision,  unless  further 
time  shall  be  allowed  by  the  judge,  make  and  serve 
on  the  adverse  party  a  statement  of  the  testimony  on 
the  trial,  excepting  such  evidence  as  was  in  writing, 
which  shall  properly  be  referred  to  therein:  the 
party  on  whom  the  same  is  served  shall,  in  four 
days  after  such  service,  propose  amendments  thereto, 
or  the  statement  shall  be  deemed  acquiesced  in;  and 
the  statement  and  amendments,  unless  acquiesced 
in,  shall  be  submitted  by  the  appellant  to  the  judge 
in  four  days  afterwards,  for  settlement;  and  the 
same,  when  settled,  shall  be  engrossed  with  the 
clerk,  and  with  the  written  evidence  shall  be  deemed 
the  proo&  cm  which  the  decree  is  made,  and  shall 
operate  as  a  stay  of  further  proceedings  in  this 
court." 

K  this  rule,  like  the  English  act,  had  extended  to 
all  cases  in  which  an  appeal  would  lie,  instead  of 
being  limited  to  cases  in  which  an  appeal  is  actually 

The  proTisioii  of  the  Biitiah  act,  it  will  be  Been,  is  in  aocordanoe  with 
that  contained  in  oar  act  of  1789,  with  respect  to  witnesses  whose  at- 
tendance in  the  circuit  court  the  party  is  apprehensiye  he  may  not  be 
able  to  procure.  A  general  rule,  in  substantial  conlbnnity  with  the 
aborementioned  proTision  of  the  British  act,  has  yerj  recently  been 
adopted  by  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  New-York. 
See  AppendiJC,  Rule  6. 
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T«L  i.  interposed ;  or  if  it  required  the  statement  of  tbe 
evidence  to  be  drawn  np  and  served  within  four 
days  after  the  interposition  of  an  appeal,  instead  of 
four  days  after  the  passing  of  the  decree  appealed 
from,  it  would  be  unobjectionable(a). 

By  some  such  means  as  those  above  indicated 
the  circuit  courts  are  undoubtedly  authorized,  and 
even  required,  to  provide  for  the  exigencies  of  tiie 
case:  but  I  humbly  conceive  that  they  have  no 
authority  to  substitute  a  new  mode  of  proof.  The 
mention  of  "  depositions,**  in  the  act  of  1803,  m 
the  enumeration  of  the  documents  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  in  no  degree  affects  the  ques- 
tion. Depositions  taken  de  bene  esee  under  the  SOth 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  or,  when  the  witnesses 
reside  abroad,  under  a  commission,  to  prevent  the 
failure  or  delay  of  justice,  often  form  a  part  of  the 
evidence  in  the  circuit  court,  and  it  is  doubtless  these 
that  Congress  had  in  view. 

It  is  very  desirable, that  some  suitable  and  uni- 
form practice  in  this  respect  should  be  introduced 
in  the  several  circuits ;  and  it  is  to  be  regretted 
that  the  Supreme  Court  did  not  think  proper  to 
supply  this  deficiency  in  prescribing  the  new  Rules 

(a)  Appeals  from  the  decrees  of  the  circuit  courts,  it  will  be  remeiB- 
bered,  may  be  interposed  at  any  time  within  five  jeKn*^  while  this 
rule  is  well  adapted  only  to  appeals  required  to  be  taken  instanttf  ,  or 
at  longest  within  four  days.  It  would  seem  to  be  more  suitable,  alsoj 
that  the  rule  on  this  subject,  whateyer  it  may  be,  should  be  prescribed 
by  the  Supreme  Court;  not  only  because  it  belongs  to  that  court  to 
determine  what  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  lav 
requiring  the  eridence  to  be  returned  on  a{^eal,  but  finr  the  sake  atoo 
ofunifi>nmty. 
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of  Practice  in  admiralty  causes,  under  the  very  ohap.is. 
plenary  authority  conferred  upon  that  court  by  tiie 
act  of  1842(a).  With  respect  to  suits  in  equity^ 
this  has  been  done  by  the  new  Sules  of  Equity 
Practice,  and  it  is  not  too  late  to  provide  by  a  sup- 
plemental rule  for  cases  in  admiralty. 

Tbb  dxobbx. 

When  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  libellant  is  simply  f«™^*« 
affirmed,  the  decree  of  the  court  below  stands  as 
the  decree  of  the  appellate  court;  when  it  is  re- 
versed in  totOj  the  decree  of  the  appellate  court  is 
that  the  libel  be  dismissed ;  and  when  it  is  neither 
wholly  affirmed  nor  reversed,  but  modified,  a  new 
decree  is  made  in  conformity  with  the  judgment  of 
the  court :  when  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  respondent 

(a)  Act  of  August  23^  1842,  ch.  188,  §  6 ;  5  Stat  st  Luge,  516. 
The  eztraordinary  powers  conferred  hy  this  sectiOD,  fwaish  a  striking 
illustration  of  the  public  confidence  that  had  been  reposed  in  the 
Sapreme  Oonrt  of  the  United  States,  and  is  on  this  account  suffi- 
ciently interesting  to  Justify  its  quotation.    It  is  as  follows : 

''  And  be  it  further  enacted^  That  the  Supreme  Court  shall  hare  full 
power  and  ibthoiity,  from  time  to  time,  to  prescribe  and  regulate,  and 
alter  the  forms  of  writs  and  other  process  to  be  used  and  issued  in  the 
district  and  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  the  forms  and  modes 
of  framing  and  filing  libels,  bills,  answers,  and  other  proceedings  and 
pleadings  in  suits  at  common  law  or  in  admiralty,  and  in  equity,  pend- 
ing in  the  said  courts ;  and  also  the  forms  and  modes  of  taking  and 
obtaining  eyidenoe,  and  of  obtuningdiscoreiy,  and  generally  the  forms 
and  modes  of  proceeding  to  obtain  relief,  and  the  fovrns  and  modes  of 
dnnring  xx^  entering  and  enrolling  decrees,  and  the  forms  and  modes 
of  proceeding  before  trustees  appointed  by  the  court;  and  generally  to 
regulate  the  whole  practice  of  the  said  courts,  so  as  to  prevent  deh^ 
and  to  promote  brevity  and  suodntnees  m  all  pleadings  and'  proceed- 
ings thereni,  and  to  abolish  all  unnecessary  costi  and  expenses  in  any 
suit  therein.^' 


hoir  •&• 
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YOU  1.    or  libellee  is  affirmed,  the  decree  of  the  court  below 
stands  as  the  decree  of  the  appellate  cottrt;   and 
where  it  is  reversed,  a  new  decree  in  favor  of  the 
libellant  is  made. 
235iJj^      It  is  expressly  declared  by  statute,  that  "  in  all 
totheopi^  cases  which,  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  are  or  shall 
fc'f  "^      be  removed  frok  a  district  to  a  circuit  court,  judg- 
ment shall  be  rendered  in  conformity  to  the  opinion 
of  the  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  presiding  in  such 
circuit  court(a).'' 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  on  appeal,  what* 

ever  it  may  be,  is  enforced  in  that  court ;  but  the 

decrees  of  the  Supreme  Court  are  carried  into 

effect  by  the  court  below,  in  pursuance  of  a  special 

mandate  directing  it  to  conform  its  decree  to  that  of 

the  Supreme  Court(J). 

JJUJ^  b«      ^  question  of  some  importance  may  arise,  with 

jfS^l^  respect  to  appeals  in  suits  depending  upon  the  act 

Ji;pj^    extending  the  admiralty  remedies  to  certain  cases 

tS&^     upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters  connecting  the 

(a)  Act  <tf  April  29, 1802,  ch.  31,  {  5;  2  Stat  at  Lai^  156.  It 
would  follow  from  thie  proTiaion,  i^  indeed,  it  did  not,  af  it  doabtletf 
would,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  that  an  ^>peal  to  the  circuit  court 
cannot  be  heard  in  the  absence  of  the  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court; 
although  the  court  may  be  lawfully  held,  for  the  ezercifle  of  all  its 
original  jurisdiction,  by  the  judge  of  the  district  court  alone.  Since 
the  passage  of  the  act  (rendered  necessary,  as  it  must  hare  been  sap* 
posed,  by  the  increase  of  litigation)  relieving  the  judges  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  from  the  duty  of  being  present  at  more  than  cue  of  the 
terms  of  the  cirooit  court  annually  held  in  their  respectiye  distrkts, 
the  remedy  by  appeal  is,  therefore,  onhi^pily,  often  attended  witk 
serious  delay. 

(b)  Act  of  September  24^  1789,  ch«  20,  $  24;  1  Stat  at  Large,  73; 
Reports  of  the  Decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  Circuit  Courts 

'  panim. 
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Baxne(a)j  to  which  it  may  not  be  amiss  briefly  to  ad-  ohap^m. 
vert)  though  it  may  not  be  discreet  to  express  any 
decided  opinion  upon  it  This  act,  as  we  have  seen, 
gives  **  to  the  parties  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  of 
all  facts  put  in  issue  in  such  suits,  where  either  party 
shall  require  it ;"  and  the  question  jibove  alluded  to 
is,  whether  this  provision  is  applicable  to  trials  in 
the  circuit  court  on  appeals  from  the  district  court 
The  terms  of  the  act  being  indefinite  with  respect 
to  this  point,  the  question  must  be  decided  upon 
generied  principles.  The  right  of  appeal  might  have 
been  withheld  altogether,  and  might,  therefore, 
have  been  given  subject  to  such  conditions  as  Con- 
gress might  have  seen  fit  to  prescribe.  The  course 
actually  adopted  was,  to  leave  the  whole  subject  to 
legal  intendment  The  right  of  appeal  itself  rests 
upon  inference;  and  there  seems,  therefore,  to  be 
ground  for  holding  that  it  can  be  exercised,  in  the 
instances  under  consideration,  only  in  conformity 
with  the  conditions  which  pertain  to  it  in  ordinary 
cases.  It  may  possibly  be  supposed  that  the  right 
of  trial  bv  jury  in  the  appellate  court  depends  upon 
the  form  of  trial  in  the  court  below.  No  sound 
reason  is  preceived,  however,  for  any  such  distinction. 

(a)  Act  of  Febroaiy  20, 1845,  ch.  2D ;  5  Stat  at  Large,  726. 


430  ADMIRALT7  TBACnCE. 


CHAPTER  Xm. 

FINAL  F&OCESS. 
L  Ik  Suns  m  Rem. 

J;JJJ^**  Br  far  the  larger  proportion  of  suits  in  the  admi- 
outody?  ralty  are  suits  in  reni^  in  which,  as  the  reader  is  well 
aware,  the  vessel  or  other  property  is  arrested  in 
virtue  of  an  asserted  lien,  and  held  as  a  security  for 
the  demand  of  the  libellani  It  ia  to  this  property, 
therefore,  that  he  looks  for  satisfaction ;  and  if  it 
remains  in  the  custody  of  the  law  until  he  obtains 
a  decree  in  his  favor,  unless  the  sum  awarded  by 
the  decree  is  paid  immediately,  or,  in  appealable 
cases,  within  ten  days,  or  within  such  other  short 
period  as  may  be  allowed  by  the  decree,  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  property  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  amount 
decreed.  The  process  for  this  purpose,  in  the  1^- 
lish  admiralty,  is  denominated  a  Decree  of  Sale. 
In  this  country  it  is,  I  ima^ne,  commonly  called  a 
VendUiofii  Expon/js.  It  contains  a  simple  com- 
mand to  the  marshal  absolutely  to  sell  the  specific 
property  arrested,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  into  court(a). 

(a)  To  one  ftmilxar  only  with  the  fotms  of  procedure  in  courts  of 
common  law,  it  maj  seem  oppressive  to  direct  the  ssle  of  a  yalnaUe 
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Generally,  however,  especially  when  the  suit  is   ^'^ 
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iK>ntested,  the  yessel,  soon  after  the  arrest,  is  de.  th6Y«Mi 
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livered  to  the  claimant  on  bail.  When  this  is  done,  ^^ 
the  security  thus  taken  is  a  substitute  for  tiie  pro-  w^tao!* 
perty  itself;  and  it  is  to  this  security  that  the 
Ubellant  is  then  obliged  to  resort  for  satisfeiction. 
The  liability  of  the  securities  is  enforced  by  summary 
process  of  execution  against  them  and  their  principal^ 
in  pursuance  of  a  direction  to  that  effect  in  the 
decree. 

Thus,  in  a  case  decided  on  appeal  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  that  court,  proceeding  to  render  such  decree 
as  the  circuit  court  ought  to  have  rendered — having 
decreed  that  the  clamant  (to  whom  the  ship  had 
been  delivered  on  bail)  should  pay  into  court  the 
appraised  value  of  the  ship  —  further  directed, 
that  unless  he  should  do  so  within  ten  days  after 
the  circuit  court  should  require  the  same  to  be  done, 
execution  should  issue  in  due  form  of  law,  upon  the 
stipulation,  against  all  the  parties  thereto(a). 

The  words  "  in  due  form  of  law,"  may  be  sup- 

Bbip,  to  satisfy  a  oomparatiTely  inoonsiderable  daim.  It  is  to  be  re- 
ooUeeted,  howeyer,  tbat  the  proper^  is  not,  in  its  natore,  psrtible  for 
ihe  purpose  of  sale,  and  that  the  owner  may  always  prerent  a  sale  by 
paying  the  som  decreed.  It  often  happens,  moreover,  that  there  are 
other  demands  agunst  the  vessel,  in  favor  of  third  persons,  who  are 
entitled  to  intervene  for  the  purpose  of  obtaming  satis&ction  ont  of 
the  proceeds.  Sometimes,  indeed,  the  amount  decreed  to  the  libellant 
may  be  so  inconsiderable  that  the  sale  of  the  boats,  or  other  appurte- 
nances of  the  vessel  alone,  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  decree ; 
but,  in  general,  if  the  claimant  does  not  voluntarily  pay  the  sum  awarded 
against  him,  it  may  &irly  be  presumed  that  he  perfers,  on  his  own 
account,  thai  the  property  should  be  sold. 
(a)  The  Virginy  8  Peters's  R.,  538  (II  Gurtis's  Deds.  S.  0.,  208). 
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^2l^  posed  to  have  boen  Intended  to  refer  to  the  form  of 
process  in  actual  use  in  the  District  of  Maryhm^ 
in  which  the  decree  was  to  be  executed ;  and  it  is 
not  to  be  doubted  that  different  forms  of  execution 
(adopted,  probably,  from  the  state  courts)  have 
been  in  use  in  the  several  districts  of  the  Unioa 
Thuai  we  have  seen  that  in  the  districts  composiDg 
the  First  Circuit,  and  in  the  Southern  District  of 
New-Tork,  the  sureties  in  a  stipulation  were  formerly 
required  to  consent  that  execution  should  isBoe 
against  their  landsy  as  well  as  goods  and  chattels; 
and  the  forms  of  execution  in  these  districts  were 
in  accordance  with  this  requirement  .  I  infer  that 
this  practice  was  peculiar,  or  nearly  so,  to  these 
districts.  In  these  districts  the  stipulation  also 
contained  an  engagement  on  the  part  as  well  of  the 
sureties,  as  of  the  principal,  that  execution  should 
issue  against  them ;  and  the  execution  accordingly 
comprised  both  the  common  law  capias  ad  eatisfor 
ciendumj  and  the  fieri  facias :  imd  it  is  understood 
that  this  continued  to  be  the  practice  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New-York,  after  the  abolition  of  im- 
prisoument  for  debt  therein,  and  the  adoption  by 
Gongi^ess  of  all  state  laws  pasted  for  this  purpose. 
What  the  practice,  in  this  respect,  has  been  in  the 
other  districts,  I  am  not  apprised. 

It  is  desirable,  however,  for  several  reasons,  that 
the  admiralty  practice  throughout  the  United  States 
should  in  this,  as  well  as  in  all  other  respects,  be 
uniform.  The  Supreme  Court  had  ample  authority, 
in  framing  the  new  rules,  to  make  it  so ;  and  it  is  to 
be  regretted  that  these  rules  are  not  more  explicit 
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Tipon  the  Bubject  It  did  not,  however,  escape  the  ot^m- 
attention  of  the  court,  and  there  is  good  reason  to 
infer  that  they  in  reality  intended  to  provide  for  it. 
The  tme  interpretation  of  snch  of  the  rules  as 
relate  to  it,  becomes,  therefore,  an  important  subject 
of  inquiry.  The  most  material  of  these  rules  is  the 
tweKUy-firet^  which  is  as  follows : 

''In  all  cases  where  the  decree  is  for  the  payment  of  monej,  the  si^ra>*> 
libellant  may,  at  his  election,  have  an  attachment  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  perform  the  decree ;  or  a  writ  of  execution  in  the 
nature  of  a  capias  and  of  a  fieri  facias,  commanding  the  marshal 
cr  his  deputy  to  levy  the  amount  thereof  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  defendant,  and,  for  the  want  thereof,  to  arrest  the  body  to 
answer  the  exigency  of  the  execution.  In  all  other  cases,  the 
decree  may  be  enforced  by  an  attachment  to  compel  the  defendant 
to  perform  the  decree ;  and  upon  such  attachment  the  defendant 
may  be  arrested  and  committed  to  prison,  until  he  performs  the 
decree,  or  is  otherwise  discharged  by  law  or  by  the  order  of  the 
court** 

One  of  the  questions  to  which  this  rule  seems  ^*SJJ;3J 
likely  to  give  rise,  is,  whether  it  embraces  suits  in  •"  ■^*»  ** 
rem  as  well  as  in  personam.  It  is  clear,  that  brevity 
was  constantly  aimed  at  in  the  framing  of  these 
rules ;  and  with  this  view,  general  terms  and  forms 
of  expression  were  used  in  their  most  comprehensive 
legal  sense.  Thus  the  appellation  ^^  defendant "  is 
constantly  used  to  designate  the  party  contesting 
the  libellant^s  right,  in  whichever  form  of  action ; 
and  this,  I  imagine,  is  the  sense  in  which  it  is  to  be 
considered  as  having  been  employed  in  the  rule  in 
question.  It  is  supposed,  therefore,  to  embrace  as 
well  a  claimant  who  has  appeared,  and  availed  him- 
self of  his  right  to  have  the  property  proceeded 
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T^t.    against,  restored  toliifl  poesesaion,  on  giying  bailf » 

a  defendant  in  a  snit  inperaorbam. 
JJ^  Another  qnestion  is,  whether  the  rale  implies  to 
the  sureties  of  th6  defendant.  Are  theyy  as  well  as 
the  defendant  hinisel^  liable  to  imprisonment  on  a 
simple  attachment^  or  an  execntion  in  the  natore  of 
a  capias  and  a  fieri  &cia8?  By  the  terms  of  the 
stipulation,  as  we  have  seen  above,  they,  in  common 
with  their  principal,  consent  to  the  issue  of  an  exe- 
cution against  tJiem^  as  well  as  against  their  pro- 
perty (a)  ;  and  it  has  repeatedly  been  decided  in  our 
courts,  that  when  a  bond  is  substituted  instead  of  a 
stipulation,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  stipulation,  and 
enforced  in  like  manner.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
rules  indicative  of  an  apprehension,  on  the  part  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  that  there  ought  to  be  any 
distinction  in  the  practical  construction  to  be  given 
to  this  engagement,  between  the  principal  and  his 
sureties;  while  the  third axxd  fourth  rules,  in  pro- 
viding that  upon  the  "  bond  or  stipulation  "  to  be 

(a)  The  stipulationB  taken  in  the  English  ffigh  Court  of  Adminlty 
contain  also  a  like  engagement.  In  that  oonrt,  I  infer,  the  first  process  to 
enforce  a  decree  is  always  a  simple  moBitbn,  hj  which  the  marriial  ib 
commanded  that  he  '*  monish  or  cause  to  he  monished^  peremptorilj 
and  personally,"  the  principal  and  his  sureties,  "  that  they  pay  or  cause 
to  he  paid  "  the  sum  decreed,  <<  within  fifteen  days  after  service,  under 
pun  of  the  law,  and  the  peril  which  would  fidl  thereon."  f  Marriott'i 
Formulary,  8d4.)  What  is  the  exact  nature  of  the  pain  and  peril  thai 
await  the  parties,  in  case  of  their  disohedience,  I  haye  nowhere  seen 
distinctly  stated.  There  does  not  appear,  howeyer,  to  he  any  distinction 
in  this  respect  between  the  prindpal  party  and  his  sureties;  and  iosi- 
much  as,  where  the  former  is  alone  concerned,  the  monition  is  followed 
by  process  of  attachment  [id.,  p.  350],  it  seems  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  such  is  also  the  form  of  coerciye  process  agiunst  both  sureties  and 
principaL 
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taken  in  pursuance  of  them,  "summary  process  of  ohap^is. 
execution  may  and  shall  be  issued  against  the  princi- 
pal and  sureties,"  seem  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
no  such  distinction  could  have  been  contemplated. 

The  foregoing  observations  relative  to  final  pro- 
cess, ^th  the  exception  of  one  or  two  verbal 
changes,  are  reprinted  from  the  first  edition  of  this 
work ;  and  with  respect  to  those  districts  severally 
confflsting,  or  forming  a  part  of  a  state  in  which  im- 
prisonment for  debt  is  still  permitted,  the  l/wenty- 
first  rule  remains  in  full  force*  But,  as  we  have 
already  Been(()^),  a  rule  has  since  been  promulgated 
by  the  Supreme  Court,  in  virtue  of  the  power  con- 
ferred by  statute,  whereby  imprisonment  for  debt 
on  admiralty  process  is  abolished  in  all  cases  where,  ^ 
by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  is  held, 
imprisonment  for  debt  on  similar  or  analogous  pro- 
cess isming  from  a  state  court,  is  or  shall  hereafter 
be  abolished. 

In  the  districts  embraced  by  this  rule,  therefore, 
the  right  of  a  snccesrfnl  party  in  a  suit  in  admiralty 
to  the  attachment  or  capias  ad  aoAi^fxudendum  men- 
tioned in  the  rule  will  depend  on  the  law  of  the 
8tate(&). 

n.  In  Suits  ih  Psbsoitah* 

In  the  foregoing  review  of  the  subject,  with  S^SJS. 

respect  to  suits  in  rern^  kll  the  rules  relating  to  final  atemhinc 

process  in  suits  in  pereonam  having  been  brought  SS'**' 

under  consideration,  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  '^^***" 

(a)  Suproy  p.  129, 

(Jb)  See  the  brief  commentarj  upon  the  new  rde,  «upra,  p.  135. 
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rrn^t.  subject  with  respect  to  them.  Whatever  grouiid 
for  doubt  there  may  be  whether  these  mles  are  appli- 
cable to  saits  in  rem^  there  can  be  none  oonceming 
their  applicability  to  suits  in  pereana/m.  The  formB 
of  process  are  prescribed  by  the  2l8t  rule ;  and,  for 
the  reasons  above  stated,  this  role  is  snpposed  to 
embrace  sureties  as  well  as  the  principal  defendant 
The  language  of  the  8d  and  4th  rules,  in  directing 
the  issue  of  summary  process  of  execution  against 
the  principal  and  his  sureties,  implies,  contrary  to 
the  English  practice,  but  in  accordance  with  what 
is  understood  to  have  been  the  antecedent  practice 
of  the  American  courts,  that  both  the  principal  and 
his  sureties  are  to  be  jointly  embraced  in  the  same 
wnt. 

i^'to  The  question  has  already  been  adverted  to,  in 
treating  of  the  admiralty  stipulation  (a),  whether 
the  practice  which  seems  to  have  formerly  been 
deemed  admissible  in  some  of  the  districts,  of 
awarding  an  execution  agunst  the  lands  of  the 
defendant^  is  compatible  with  the  lauguage  of  the 
twerUy-firat  rule  prescribing  a  writ  of  execution  in 
the  nature  of  a  fieri  fadaa  conounanding  a  levy  for 
the  amount  thereof  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
defendant^  and  being  silent  as  to  lauds.  The  rea- 
sonable conclusion  from  this  omission  would  seem  to 
be,  that  the  lands  were  not  to  be  considered  subject 
to  the  admiralty  process  of  execution,  except  so  fiur 
as  they  may  be  indirectly  reached  through  the 
coercive  power  of  personal  restraint  in  the  districts 
where  thia  is  still  admissible. 

(a)  Siuproy  p.  116.  ' 
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By  ap.  act  which  is  presrimed  to  be  applicable  to  obaf.u 
cases  of  admiralty  as  well  as  common  law  jnrisdio. 
tion.  Congress  lias  seen  fit  to  ordain 

*'That  on  all  judgments  in  civil  cases,  hereafter  recovered  in  intanai 

aUowabto 

the  drcuit  or  district  courts  of  the  United  States,  interest  shall  Mooniing  W 

itatolaw. 

be  allowed,  and  may  be  levied  by  the  marshal^  nnder  process  of 
execution  issued  thereon,  in  all  cases  where,  by  the  law  of  the 
state  in  which  such  circuit  or  district  court  shall  be  held,  interest 

may  be  levied  under  process  of  execution  on  judgments  recovered 
in  the  courts  of  such  state,  to  be  calculated  from  the  date  of  the 
judgment,  and  at  such  rate  per  annum  as  is  allowed  by  law  on 
judgments  recovered  in  the  courts  of  such  8tate(a).'* 

(a)  Act  of  August  23, 1842,  ch.  188,  §  8;  5  Stat,  at  Large,  518. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 


Costs  —  Covsoudahov — Tbitosb* 
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prmittof  iif  the  admiralty,  as  in  other  courts,  costs  are  in 
•Sum  to  general  awarded  to  the  saccessfol  party ;  but  a 
iw.  to^  court  of  admiralty,  like  a  court  of  chancery,  nev«^ 
theless,  possfeases  a  discretionary  power  to  withhold 
costs,  wholly  or  in  pari^  from  such  party,  where, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court^  it  would  be  inequitable 
to  award  thenu  This  power  is  frequently  exercised 
in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England;  and 
in  some  instances,  where  the  costs  of  the  nnsuccea^- 
fril  party  have  been  unnecessarily  |tnd  materially 
increased  by  the  prevailing  party,  he,  or  his  proctor, 
is  condemned  to  pay  them. 

The  taxable  costs  in  a  suit  in  the  admiralty  con- 
sist of  certain  specific  fees  for  services  performed 
by  the  professional  representatives  of  the  parties, 
the  derk,  and  the  marshal;  the  compensation 
alkwed  by  law  to  witnesses ;  the  fees  allowed  to 
commissioners  and  other  officers,  for  taking  deposi- 
tions, whether  on  commission  or  de  hens  esse^  etc 
These  fees  are  prescribed  by  an  act  of  Congress, 
passed  February  26,  1858,  ch.  80(a). 

(a)  10  Stot  at  Large,  p.  161.    This  act  may  also  ba  found  in  th6 
i^pendiz  of  Oonkling's  Treatise,  3d  ed. 
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1 

In  a  cause  of  damage,  involving  questions  of  «^i*- 
great  importance,  affecting  the  rights  and  sove-  gJT^ 
reignty  of  foreign  nations,  five  hundred  dollars 
were  allowed  by  the  district  court  to  the  libellant 
as  necessary  counsel  fees.  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  this  allowance  was  objected  to  by  the  ^»>un- 
sel  for  the  defendant,  as  inadmissible;  but  that 
court  held  it  to  be  "  unexceptionable  ^ —  observing 
that  it  was  ^^  the  common  course  of  the  admiralty  tp 
allow  expenses  of  this  nature,  either  in  the  shape 
of  damages,  or  as  part  of  the  costs.  The  practice," 
it  was  added,  ^^  is  very  familiar  on  the  prize  side  of 
the  court.  It  is  not  less  the  law  of  the  court  in 
instance  causes,  it  resting  in  sound  discretion  to 
allow  or  refuse  the  claim."  In  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New-York,  extra  counsel  fees  are  not 
allowed,  except  in  extraordinary  cases(a),  and  no 
instance  has  yet  occurred  of  such  aUpwance  in  the 
Northern  District.  The  recognition  of  a  right  to 
demand  it  under  circumsWces  other  than  such  as 
are  likely  only  very  rarely  to  occur,  would  intro- 
duce a  new  element  of  controversy,  and  impose  on 
the  judge  a  disagreeable  and  embarrassing  duty. 

With  respect  to  costs  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  co^  on 
Court^  that  court  saw  fit,  a  few  years  since,  to  put  an  ^^°' 
end  to  all  doubt  and  controversy,  by  the  promulga- 
tion of  a  general  rule,  by  which  it  is  declared,  that 

*'  In  all  cases  where  any  suit  shall  be  dismissed  in  this  court, 
except  where  the  dismissal  shall  be  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  costs 
shall  be  allowed  for  the  defendant  in  error,  or  appellee,  as  the  case 
maj  be,  unless  otherwise  agreed  by  the  parties. 

• 

(a)  Betts's  Adm.  Pr.,  124. 
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TOL.  %  *•  In  ciflMof  affirmanoe  of  anj  judgment  ordeoree  intlusooait, 
oostA  ihall  be  allowed  to  the  defendant  in  error  or  appeUee,  as 
the  oaae  may  be,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  court. 

**  In  all  cases  of  reversal  of  any  judgment  or  decree  in  this  comt, 
except  where  the  reversal  shall  be  for  want  of  jurisdictionf  costs 
shall  be  allowed  in  this  court  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  or  appdlsnti 
as  the  case  may  bct  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  court 

^  Neither  of  the  foregoing  rules  shall  apply  to  caaes  where  tlie 

United  States  are  a  party ;  but  in  sucE  cases,  no  ooata  shall  be 

allowed  in  this  court  for  or  against  the  United  States. 

•         •••••••         •         •* 

^  When  costs  are  allowed  in  this  court,  it  shall  be  the  doty  of 

the  clerk  to  inseit  the  amount  thereof  in  the  body  of  the  mandate, 

or  other  proper  process,  sent  to  the  court  below,  and  annex  to  the 

same  the  bill  of  items  taxed  in  detul(a).'' 

ooMoud*.  For  the  purpose  of  preventing  unnecessary  costs, 
courts  of  admiralty,  in  common  with  courts  of  laV) 
are  empowered  to  direct  the  consolidation  of  causes. 
The  reports  of  the  decisions  of  the  English  BSgb 
Court  of  Admiralty  show  that  this  power  is  exer- 
cised by  that  court ;  and  if  its  existence  would  othe^ 
wise  have  been  doubtful  in  the  American  courts,  it 
is  expressly  recognized,  if  not  extended,  by  an  act  of 
Congress.    The  enactment  referred  to  is  as  folloTfs: 

'*  That  whenever  causes  of  the  like  nature,  or  relative  to  the 
same  question,  shall  be  pending  before  a  court  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  territories  thereof,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  to 
make  such  orders  and  rules  concerning  proceedings  therein  as 
shall  be  conformable  to  the  {Principles  and  usages  belonging  to 
courts,  for  avoiding  unnecessary  costs  or  delay  in  the  admisistrsr 
tion  of  justice ;  and,  accordingly,  causes  may  be  consolidated  as 
to  the  court  shall  appear  reasonable.  And  if  any  attorney,  proctor, 
or  other  person  admitted  to  manage  and  conduct  causes  in  a  court 
of  the  United  States  or  of  the  territories  thereof,  shall  appear  to 

fa)  Rule  XLV^  1838 ;  1  Howard's  R.,  34 
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have  multiplied  the  proceedings  in  any  cause  before  the  oonrtt  so    OHjip.ii. 
as  to  increase  costs  unreasonably  and  vexationsly,  such  person 
may  be  required,  by  order  of  the  court,  to  satisfy  any  excess  of 
costs  so  incurred(a)." 

In  the  admiralty,  as  in  courts  of  law,  the  defen-  tm«. 
dant  is  permitted,  for  the  purpose  of  shielding  him- 
self against  the  imposition  of  costs,  to  tender  payment 
or  amends.    This  practice  is  very  common  in  Enj^ 
land,  particularly  in  cases  of  salv^e. 

I  infer  that  it  is  not  held  to  be  necessary,  in  the 
English  admiralty,  to  produce  the  money  tendered, 
or  to  o£fer  to  pay  in  coin,  unless  the  tender  is  refused 
for  want  of  a  compliance  with  these  conditions,  and 
provided  it  distinctly  appears  that  the  offer  was 
sincere,  and  that  the  party  making  it  possessed  the 
present  ability  to  pay  th^  sum  tendered ;  but  the 
o£kr  must  be  distinct,  definite  and  unequivocal.  In 
a  case  of  salvage,  where  there  had  been  a  m^re  ver> 
bal  offer  to  pay  JS50,  not  followed  by  any  formal 
tender  in  acts  of  oawi%  and  where  it  was  left  doubt- 
ful whether  the  tender  was  intended  to  embrace  the 
expenses  as  well  as  the  services  of  the  salvors,  Lord 
Stowell  decided,  upon  argument  and  fuU  considerar 
tion,  that  the  tender  was  not  ^^  formally  and  legally 
made,''  and  that  the  salvors  were  therefore  entitled 
to  their  costs,  although  he  held  the  sum  offered  to  be 
sufficient  ^I  see,"  he  observed,  ^^  enough  of  the 
inconvenience  of  proceeding  in  this  loose  manner,  to 
make  it  necessary  for  me  to  require,  in  future,  as  an  - 
universal  rule  of  courts  that  a  tender  should  be  made, 

(a)  Act  of  July  22,  1813,  ch.  14,  $  3 1  8  Stat  at  Lai^,  p.  19. 
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T«u  *  in  the  firet  stage  of  the  proceeding,  in  a  r^tilar  form. 
The  court  will  then  consider  its  suflSciency ;  and  if 
it  shall  be  pronounced  safficient,  the  court  will  make 
the  party  who  refuses  such  an  offer  liable  not  only 
to  his  own  costs,  but  also  to  those  of  the  other  party, 
if  it  shall  appear  that  proceedings  have  been  vezar 
tiously  pnrsued(^r).'' 

What  is  said  above  of  the  minor  degree  of  strict- 
ness, with  respect  to  a  tender,  required  in  a  suit  in 
the  admiralty,  compared  with  that  which  ia  exacted 
in  a  suit  at  common  law,  is  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  of  the  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts,  as  stated  by  Mr.  DtikIiAP.  And  he 
adds,  that  ^^It  has  often  been  held  in  that  court, 
that  where  a  tender  has  been  made  in  current  bank 
bills,  or  a  check  on  a  b^nk,  drawn  by  a  merchant 
of  established  credit,  it  was  a  good  tender  unless 
specially  objected  to ;  and  where  this  kind  of  tender 
is  specially  objected  to,  the  party  tendering  is  con- 
ffldered  to  be  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  pro- 
cure coin,  where  coin  is  specially  required(J)." 
whaiita  A  tender,  to  be  effectual,  must  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  entire  claim  of  the  libellant,  for  which 
he  is  entiUed  to  seek  remuneration  or  redress. 
When,  therefore,  the  salvors'  vessel  had  been 
damaged  in  performing  the  salvage  services,  a 
tender  of  JS20  for  the  services  alone,  although  it 
was  deemed  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court,  because  it  did  not  cover  the 

(a)  Tlie  VrowD  Margaretha,  4  Robinson's  Adm.  K,  103. 
(6)  Dunlap's  Adm.  Practice,  103, 104. 
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damages  also;  and  £45  with  costs  was  awarded  to  ™^i** 
the  BalY0T8{a). 

Bat  it  may  be  safely  stated  that  when  a  tender  Z^^  y^ 
IS  made  and  rejected  before  suit  brought,  the  sum  wi^^ 
tendered  ought  to  be  paid  into  court  without  un- 
necessary loss  of  time  after  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  and  the  tender  insisted  upon  by  the 
defendant  in  his  answer,  in  discharge  of  his  further 
liability.  The  deposit  of  the  money  ought  to  be 
noted  by  the  clerk  in  his  register,  among  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause,  and  a  receipt  for  it  ^ven  by 
him  to  the  party  by  whom  it  is  made.  If  made 
after  suit  brought,  it  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
distinct  offer  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  libeUant  which 
have  already  accrued,  and  the  money  must  be  de- 
posited in  court  as  above  directed.  In  the  District 
Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-York,  the 
practice  in  this  respect  is  regulated  by  express  rules 
as  follows : 

^  A  tender  inter  porta  Bball  be  of  no  avail  on  defence  or  in  di»- 
chai]ge  of  costs,  unless  on  suit  brought,  and  before  answer,  plea 
or  claim  filed,  the  same  tender  is  deposited  in  court  to  abide  the 
order  or  decree  to  be  made  in  the  matter. 

•**  When  tender  is  first  made  after  suit  brought,  it  must  include 
taxable  costs  then  accrued(&).'' 

(a)  The  Oceatiy  1  W.  Robinson's  R.,  334 

(b)  Rules  72,  73.    See  Betts's  Adm.  Practice. 
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he  cannot  be  firand,  to  attach  his  goods  and  chattds  to  the 
amount  sued  fort  or»  if  such  pn^erty  cannot  be  found,  to 
attach  his  credits  and  effects  to  the  amount  sued  for  in  tiie 
hands  of  the  garnishees  named  therein;  or,  by  a  single 
monition  in  the  nature  of  a  summons  to  i^pear  and  answer 
to  the  suit,  as  the  libellant  shall,  in  his  libel  or  infonnatkHi, 
pray  for  or  elect. 

in. 
Baiimayb*      In  all  suits  tn  |wnofiam,  where  a  simple  warrant  of  uiest 
dcteduu  ^  issues  and  is  executed,  the  maishal  may  take  bail,  with 
sufficient  sureties,  from  the  party  arrested,  by  bond  or 
stipulation,  upon  condition  that  he  will  appear  in  the  suit, 
and  abide  by  all  orders  of  the  court,  interlocutory  or  final, 
in  the  cause,  and  pay  the  money  awarded  by  the  final 
decree  rendered  there  [therein](a)  in  the  court  to  which  the 
Bond  or       proccss  IS  returnable,  or  in  any  appellate  court ;  and  upon 
to^en-      such  boud  or  stipulation,  ^summary  process  of  execution 
^^S^!^     may  and  shall  be  issued  against  tiie  principal  and  sureties, 
ezeratioa.     jjy  jj^^  court  to  whlch  such  ppoccss  is  returnable,  to  enforce 
the  final  decree  so  rendered,  ot  upon  appeal,  by  the  appel- 
late court. 

▲UMiuiiMit       In  all  suits  m  penanam^  where  goods  and  chattels,  or 

Busy  bo  dl#" 

!rflTo^*^Sad  ^^^^^  ^'^^  effects,  are  attached  under  such  warrant 
tu»?w?ij^'  authorizing  the  same,  the  attachment  may  be  dissolved  by 
order  of  the  court  to  which  the  same  warrant  is  returnable, 
upon  the  defendant,  whose  property  is  so  attached,  giving 
a  bond  or  stipulation,  with  sufficient  sureties,  to  abide  by 
all  orders,  interlocutory  or  final,  of  the  court,  and  pay  the 
amount  awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  in  the  court 

(a)  The  paUicsti<m  of  iheee  rules  in  3  Howard's  IL,  bdng  bj 
authority,  I  have  deemed  it  neoessarf  to  print  them  as  they  are  there 
printed,  but  haye  neTertheless  taken  the  liberty,  in  cases  of  pslpsble 
mistake,  to  indioate  the  error  by  words  in  brackets. 


nireilef. 


-i 
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to  which  ihe  process  is  retonxable,  or  in  any  i^ipellate 
court ;  and  upon  such  bond  or  stipulation^  sununary  pro-  SJSSJJ^ 
CBBR  of  execution  shall  and  may  be  issued  against  the  J^hb?nd 
principal  and  sureties,  by  the  court  to  which  such  wairant  Soa.^ 
10  returnable,  to  enforce  the  final  decree  so  rendered,  or, 
upcm  appeal,  by  the  appellate  court. 

Bonds  or  stipulations  in  admiraliy  suits  may  be  given  bSSr?"^*^ 
and  taken  in  open  court,  or  at  chambers,  or  before  any  2S£^ 
commiasioner  of  tiie  court  who  is  authorized  by  the  court 
to  take  affidaoiu  <f  haii  [acknowledgments  of  bail,  affi- 
davits] and  depocdtionB,  in  cases  pending  before  the  court. 

In  all  suits  in  perMncm^  where  bail  is  taken,  tiie  court  tiSn^^ 
may,  upon  motion,  for  due  cause  shown,   reduce  the  '^''**^- 
amount  of  the  sum  contained  in  the  bond  or  stipulation 
therefor;  and  in  all  cases  where  a  bond  or  stipulation  is  S^t/bT 
taken  as  bail,  or  upon  dissolving  an  attachment  of  pro-  £[?V  te. 
perty  as  aforesaid,  if  either  of  the  sureties  shall  become  '***^**'^' 
insolvent  pending  the  suit,  new  sureties  may  be  required 
by  the  order  of  the  court  to  be  given,  upon  motion  and 
due  proof  thereof 

vu. 
In  suits  in  penonam,  no  warrant  of  arrest,  either  of  the  ^J}^ 
person  or  property  of  the  defendant,  shall  issue  for  a  sum  IS^J!' 
exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  unless  by  the  special  order  wheT 
of  the  court,  upon  affidavit,  or  other  proper  proof  show- 
ing the  propriety  thereof. 

vin. 

In  all  suits  in  r«»,  against  a  ship,  her  tackle,  sails,  Th\t6pa^ 

apparel,  finniture,  boats  or  other  appurtenances,  if  such  J?^"' 

tackle,  sails,  apparel,  furniture,  boats  or  other  appurte-  ££2^ 
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atMp,  nances  are  in  the  pofiBeadon  or  curtody  of  any  Had 
ij^nired  i»  pa^gon,  the  court  may,  after  a  due  monitkm  to  sach  third 
i^i;^.^  person,  and  a  hearing  of  tiie  cause,  if  any,  ^^hj  the  same 
should  not  be  delivered  over,  award  and  decree  that  the 
same  be  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  manhal  or 
other  proper  officer,  if,  upon  tiie  hearings  ilie  same  li 
required  by  law  and  justice. 


proeras  4n        In  all  cascs  of  scizuTe,  and  in  otiier  suits  and  nroeeed- 
llZiSr^   ings  in  reoh  the  process,  unless  otherwise  jHiovided  toi  uf 
statute,  shall  be  by  a  warrant  of  axrest  of  the  ship,  goo& 
n°nh^^  or  other  things  to  be  arrested;   and  the  marahal  fibafl 
uicffMiu       thereupon  arrest  and  take  the  ship,  goods  or  other  tiiiBgs 
into  his  possession  for  safe  custody ;  and  Shall  cause  public 
notice  th^eof,  and  of  the  time  assigned  for  Oxe  return  of 
such  process  and  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  to  be  given  in 
such  newspaper  within  the  district  as  the  district  court 
diall  order;  and  if  there  is  no  newspaper  published  tiiereiot 
then  in  such  other  public  places  in  the  district  as  ti!ie  coaii 
shall  direct. 

PerishftU*        In  all  cases  where  any  goods  or  other  things  are  arrested, 
may  be        if  the  Same  are  perishable,  or  are  liable  to  deterioratiant 

ordered  to  r  '  ^ 

be  told;       decay  or  injury,  by  being  detained  in  custody  pending  the 

suit,  the  court  may,  upon  ihe  application  of  either  part^; 

in  its  discretion,  order  the  same  or  so  much  thereof  to  be 

sold  as  shall  be  perishable,  or  liable  to  depredation,  decaf 

or  injury,  and  the  {Nroceeds,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall 

be  a  full  security  to  satisfy  in  [the]  decree,  to  be  brought 

orto  be       into  court,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit;  or  the  court 

the  cuinuBt  may,  upon  the  application  of  the  claimant;  order  a  ^ 

S^lJilf  Jf     livery  thereof  to  him  upon  a  due  appraisement  to  be  had 

^v'lMt  ^     under  its  direction,  either  upon  the  claimant's  depositing 

vi&iMin?    in  court  so  much  money  as  the  court  shall  order,  or  upon 
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his  giving  a  stipulation  with  mueties  in  gaoh  sam  as  tiie 
court  shall  diroot,  to  abide  by  and  pay  the  money  awarded 
by  the  general  decree  rendered  by  the  court  or  the  appel- 
late court,  if  any  appeal  interyenes,  as  the  one  or  the 
other  course  shall  be  ordered  by  the  court 


In  like  manner,  where  any  ship  shall  be  arrested,  tiie  sbtptvnder 
same  may,  upon  the  implication  of  the  claimant,  be  de-  ^^^^^"^ 
livered  to  him  upon  a  due  appraisement  to  be  had  under  hS^qSmsw 
the  direction  of  the  court,  upon  the  claimant's  depositing       ' 
in  court  so  much  mon^  as  the  court  shall  order,  or  upon 
his  giving  a  stipulation  with  sureties  as  aforesaid ;  and  if 
the  claimant  shall  decline  any  such  application,  then  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  upon  tiie  application  of  either 
party  upon  due  cause  shown,  order  a  sale  of  such  ship,  J^mu*^^. 
and  the  proceeds  thereof  to  be  brought  into  court,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  as  it  may  deem  most  for  the  benefit 
of  all  concerned. 

XII. 

hx  all  suits  by  material-men,  for  supplies  or  repairs  or  gggj^^y 
other  necessaries  for  a  foreign  ship,  or  for  a  riiip  in  a  S^''^^*^ 
foreign  port,  the  Ubellant  may  proceed  against  the  ship  and 
fireight(a)  in  rem,  or  against  the  master  or  the  owner  alone 
in  per$anam  ;  and  the  like  proceedings  in  rem  shall  apply  to 
cases  of  domestic  ships,  where,  by  the  local  law,  a  lien  is 
given  to  material-men  for  supplies,  repairs,  or  other  neces- 
saries. 

xui. 
In  all  suits  for  mariners'  wages,  the  Ubellant  may  pro-  '"'^  ^ 


ceed  against  the  ship,  fireight  and  master,  or  against  the  JSSHmiS^ 
ship  and  fireight,  or  against  the  owner  or  master  alone  in 
fenonojm. 

(a)  Vide  YoL  L,  p.  7S. 
57 
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MMBltt 

tobeiM 


Suite 

ftmuidadoB 
liypoCheM- 
Uonby  Um 


wUboot 

marine 

Interesl, 

tod. 


oai 


Baltocn 
boltomrx 
boDdi,lioir 
pnneootod. 


In  all  soiti  for  damage  by  eollisioiiy  tiie  libeQaiit  maj 
proceed  against  the  ship  and  mastar,  or  against  the  diip, 
or  against  -the  owner  alone,  or  the  master  alone  in  pcrwnam. 


XV. 


In  all  suits  for  pilotage,  the  libellant  may  proceed  againat 
the  ship  and  master,  or  against  the  ship,  or  against  the 
owner  alone,  or  the  master  alone  in  per$(manu 


XVI. 

In  all  suits  for  an  assault  or  beating  on  the  hi^  seas,  or 
elsewhere  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jiujadictioD, 
the  suit  shall  be  in  personam  alone. 

XVII. 

In  all  suits  against  the  ship  or  freight,  founded  upon  a 
mere  maritime  hypothecation,  either  express  or  implied,  of 
the  master,  for  moneys  taken  up  in  a  foreign  port  for  sup- 
plies or  repairB,  or  other  necessaries  for  the  voyage,  without 
any  claim  of  marine  interest,  the  libellant  may  proceed 
either  in  rem^  or  against  the  nuister  or  the  owner  alcme  in 
ferionottu 

XVIII. 

In  all  suits  on  bottomry  bonds,  properly  so  called,  the 
suit  shall  be  in  rem  only  against  the  property  hypothecated, 
or  the  proceeds  of  the  property  in  whosesoever  hands  the 
same  may  be  found,  unless  the  master  has  without  author* 
ity  given  the  bottomry  bond,  or  by  his  fraud  or  miscon- 
duct has  avoided  the  same,  or  has  subtracted  the  property; 
or  unless  the  owner  has,  by  his  own  misconduct  or  wrong) 
lost  or  subtracted  the  property ;  in  which  latter  cases,  the 
suit  may  be  in  fernmam  against  the  wrong-doer. 
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In  all  suits  for  salvBge,  the  soH  may  be  fn  rem  against  ^^ 
the  property  sayed,  or  the  proceeds  tiiereof ;  or  in  fenonam  ^^'^^^ 
against  the  party  at  whose  request,  and  for  whose  ben^t, 
the  salvage  servicelias  been  perfi>rmed. 


In  all  petitory  or  possessory  suits  between  part-owners  yomof 
or  adverse  proprietors,  or  by  the  owners  of  a  ship  or  the  gyyyjf 
noiajority  tiiereof  against  the  master  of  a  ship,  for  the  ^»^^^ 
ascertainment  of  the  title  and  delivery  of  the  possession, 
or  for  the  jgossession  only ;  or  by  one  or  more  part-owners 
against  the  others,  to  obtain  security  for  the  return  of  the 
ship  fiom  any  voyage  undertaken  without  their  consent ; 
or  by  one  or  more  of  the  part-owners  against  the  others, 
to  obtain  possesedon  of  the  ship  for  any  voyage,  upon  giving 
security  for  the  i^e  return  thereof,  the  process  shall  be  by 
an  anest  of  the  ship,  and  by  a  monition  to  the  adverse 
party  or  parties  to  iqppear  and  make  answer  to  the  suit. 

XXI. 

In  all  cases  where  the  decree  is  for  the  payment  of  jonMor 

*  •'  floai  pro- 

money,  the  libeUant  may,  at  his  election,  have  an  attach- 
ment to  compel  the  defendant  to  perform  the  decree,  or  a 
writ  of  execution  in  the  nature  of  a  capias  and  of  ^JUri 
faciasj  commanding  the  marshal,  or  his  deputy,  to  levy  the 
amotmt  thereof  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant; 
and  for  want  thereof,  to  arrest  his  body  to  answer  the 
exigency  of  the  execution.  In  all  other  cases,  the  decree 
may  be  enforced  by  an  attachment  to  compel  the  defendant 
to  perform  the  decree;  and  upon  such  attachment  the 
defendant  may  be  arrested  and  committed  to  prison  until  he 
performs  the  decree,  or  is  otherwise  discharged  by  law  or 
by  the  order  of  the  court. 
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itbSr^  AU  infomurtdoin  and  19>el8  of  infonnation  upon  seizarei 

ib^SllaMr'  for  any  breach  of  the  revenue  or  navigation  or  o&er  la^va 
(rf*  the  United  States,  thall  state  the  place  of  "Beizure,  whetkN* 
it  be  on  land  or  on  the  high  seas,  or  on  navigable  wafers 
within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States;  and  the  district  within  which  the  property 
is  brought,  and  where  it  then  is.  The  infonnation  or  libd 
of  information  shall  also  propound,  in  distinct  articles,  the 
matters  relied  on  as  grounds  or  causes  of  forftiture,  and 
aver  the  same  to  be  contrary  to  the  foim  of  the  statute  or 
statutes  of  the  United  States  in  such  case  provided,  as  the 
case  may  require ;  and  shall  conclude  with  a  prayer  of  due 
process  to  enforce  the  forfeiture,  and  to  give  notice  to  all 
persons  concerned  in  interest  to  appear  and  show  cause, 
at  the  return-day  of  the  process,  why  the  forfeiture  should 
not  be  decreed. 


J^om  of  ft 

ItlH-llMOllMr 


xxni. 

All  libels  in  instance  causes,  civil  and  maritime,  shall 
stete  the  nature  of  the  cause,  as,  for  example,  that  it  is  a 
cause  civil  and  maritime,  of  contract,  or  of  tort  or  damage, 
or  of  salvage,  or  of  possession,  or  otherwise,  as  the  case 
may  be ;  and  if  the  libel  be  in  rem,  that  the  property  k 
within  the  district;  and  if  in  penonamj  the  names  and 
occupations  and  places  of  residence  of  the  parties.  The 
libel  shall  propound  and  articulate,  in  distinct  articles,  the 
various  allegations  of  facts  upon  which  the  libellant  relies 
in  support  of  his  suit,  so  that  the  defendant  may  be  enabled 
to  answer  distinctly  and  separately  the  several  mattera 
contained  in  each  article;  and  it  shall  conclude  with  a 
prayer  of  the  process  to  enforce  his  rights  in  remf  or  in 
pertonam  (as  the  case  may  require),  and  for  such  relief  and 
redress  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises. 
And  the  libellant  may  further  require  the  defendant  to 
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answer,  on  oath,  all  interrogatories  propounded  by  him, 
toaching  aU  and  singular  the  allegations  in  the  libel,  at 
the  close  or  conclusion  thereof. 

xxrv. 

In  all  infonnations  and  libels  in  causes  of  adnuralty  and  ^^^ 
maritime  jurisdiction,  amendments  in  matters  of  form  may  ^<!rrw!!S^ 
be  made  at  any  time,  on  motion  to  the  court  as  of  course;  kNr«<ior 


and  new  counts  may  be  filed^  and  amendmentB  in  matters  JIJ^^JJJ*^,, 
of  substance  may  be  made,  upon  motion,  at  any  time  before  7i^*^ 
the  final  decree,  upon  such  terms  as  the  court  shall  impose ;  tanM.*^ 
and  where  any  defect  of  form  is  set  down  by  the  defendant  «f  fom,  •{> 
upon  special  exceptions,  and  is  allowed,  the  court  may»  in  ^^^{SJJl^ 
granting  leave  to  amend,  impose  terms  upon  the  libeUant. 


In  all  cases  of  libels  in  persananij  the  court  may,  in  itB  ^^^J^j^ 
discretion,  upon  the  appearance  of  the  def^tidant,  where  iS^t^J^ 
no  bail  has  been  taken  and  no  attachment  of  property  has 
been  made  to  answer  the  exigency  of  the  suit,  require  the 
defendant  to  give  a  stipulation  with  sureties  in  such  sum 
as  the'court  shall  direct,  to  pay  all  costs  and  expenses 
which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  in  the  suit  upon  the 
final  adjudication  thereof,  or  by  any  interlocutory  order  in 
the  progress  of  the  suit. 


XXVI. 


In  suits  m  rem^  the  party  claiming  the  property  shall  ^^Ji 


•oils  in  nm^ 

verify  his  claim  on  oatK  or  solemn  affirmation,  stating  that  M^ol^tk 

the  claimant,  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  the  claitn  is  SiiniSSoB. 
made,  is  the  true  and  bona  Jlde  owner,  and  that  no  other 

person  is  the  owner  thereof.    And  where  the  claim  is  put  f^J^  ^^ 

in  by  an  agent  or  consignee,  he  shall  make  oath  that  he  is  p<ESh^ib 

duly  authorized  thereto  by  the  owner.;  or  if  the  property  *  ****^ 

be,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  in  the  possession  of  the  master  o'ni**<«'* 
of  a  ship,  that  he  is  the  lawful  bailee  thereof  for  the 
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^M^io    ovmea^a) ;  and  upon  patting  in  soch  claim,  the  daimant 
Sld^'ilQr    duJl  file  a  atipulation  with  suretieB  in  sach  aum  aa  the 
'court  ahall  direct,  for  the  paymwt  (rf' all  coats  and  ezpeoaes 
which  ahall  be  awarded  against  him  by  the  final  decree  of 
.the  court,  or,  upon  appeal,  by  the  appellate  court. 


>Bflw«r  to        In  all  libels  in  causes  of  ttril  and  maritime  juriadiGtioii, 
on  o^  «r    whether  in  rem  or  mperjonam,  the  answer  of  thedefendant 
g^l^j^   to  the  allegations  in  the  libel  shall  be  on  oath  or  aolenm 
i!!w?«5r    affirmation ;  and  the  answer  shall  be  fiill  and  ei^lieit,  and 
iTf*"*****"  distinct  to  each  separate  article  and  separate  aUegatiim  in 
the  libel,  in  the  same  order  as  numbered  in  the  libel,  and 
shall  aho  answer  in  like  manner  each  interrogatory  pro- 
pounded at  the  close  of  the  libel. 

xxvni. 

l^jJH^^^  The  Ubellant  may  except  to  the  sufiSiciency  or  fuUnesa 
ibr^raiT'of  or  distinctness  or  relevancy  of  the  answer  to  the  artidei 
eie.  *^*  and  interrogatories  in  the  libel ;  and  if  the  court  shall  ad- 
judge the  same  exceptions  or  any  of  them  to  be  good  and 
*  valid,  the  court  shall  order  the  defendant  forthwith,  or 

within  such  time  as  the  court  shall  direct,  to  answer  the 
same,  and  may  further  order  the  drfendant  to  pay  such 
costs  as  the  court  shall  adjudge  reasonable. 

XXIX. 

te\^£p^      If  the  defendant  shall  omit  or  refiise  to  make  due  answer 

mt^**^  to  the  libel  upon  the  return  day  Of  the  process  or  other 

day  assigned  by  the  court,  the  court  shall  pnHM>unoe  him 

^  be  in  contumacy  and  default ;  and  thereupon  the  libel 

shall  be  adjudged  to  be  taken  pro  canjeuo  against  him, 

csoMto  \m  and  the  court  shall  proceed  to  hear  the  cause  exparUf  and 

p<*^         adjudge  therein  as  to  law  and  justice  shall  appertqjn.    But 

(a)  Vide  9Wpra^  p.  546. 
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the  court  may  in  its  discretion  set  aside  ibe  de&ult,  and,  ^^^iSSSs 
upon  tfae  application  of  tiie  defendant,  admit  him  to  make  ^^^^ 

decree,  and  upon  his  payment  of  all  the  costs  of  the  suit 
up  to  the  time  of  granting  leave  therefor* 


In  caaes  where  the  defendant  answers,  but  does  not  an-  ProoMdinfi 

on  allow* 

Bwer  fully  and  explicitly  and  distinctly  to  all  the  matters  J^SoS  ^^tn 
in  any  article  of  the  libel,  and  exception  is  taken  thereto  *^^^* 
by  the  libellant,  and  the  exception  is  aUowed,  the  court 
may,  by  attachment,  compel  the  defendant  td  make  fur- 
ther answer  thereto,  or  may  direct  the  matter  of  the  excep- 
tion to  be  taken  pro  confesto  against  the  defendant  to  the 
fuU  purport  and  effect  of  the  article  which  it  purports  to 
answer,  and  as  if  no  answer  had  been  put  in  thereto. 

The  defendant  may  object,  by  his  answer,  to  answer  any  j^'^iSSi 
allegation  or  interrogatory  contidned  in  the  libel,  which  uawS. 
will  expose  him  to  any  prosecution  or  punishment  for  a 
crime,  or  for  any  penalty  or  any  forfeiture  of  his  property 
for  any  penal  offence. 

xxxu. 

The  defendant  shall  have  a  right  to  require  the  personal  ^^It^to'*' 
answer  of  the  libellant,  upon  oath  or  solemn  affirmation,  tom^^ 

flea,  imiaMy 

to  any  interrogatories  which  he  may  at  the  close  of  his  «to- 
answer  propound  to  the  libellant,  touching  any  matters 
charged  in  the  libel,  or  touching  any  matter  of  defence  set 
up  in  the  answer,  subject  to  the  like  exception  as  to  mat- 
ters which  shall  expose  the  libellant  to  any  prosecution  or 
punishment  or  forfeiture  as  is  provided  in  the  31st  rule.    In  J^^^Jm^' 
default  of  due  answer  by  the  libellant  to  such  interrogator  ^  '^^"^ 
ries,  the  court  may  adjudge  the  libellant  to  be  in  default, 
and  dismiss  the  libel,  or  may  compel  his  answer  in  the 


«  • 
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piemiies  hf  atttchment,  or  take  the  subject  matter  of  the 
intenogatoiy  pro  con/esM  in  &vor  of  the  defiandant,  aa 
the  court  in  its  discretion  shall  deem  most  fit  to  promote 
public  justice. 

xxxm. 

g!^^  Where  dther  the  libellant  or  the  defendant  is  out  of  iiie 
SSS^S^,  country,  or  unable  from  sickness  or  other  casualty  to  make 
oTttopu^.  an  answer  to  any  interrogatory  on  oath  or  solemn  affir- 
mation at  the  proper  time,  tiie  court  may,  in  its  discietioD. 
in  furtherande  of  the  due  administration  of  justice,  dis- 
pense therewith,  or  may  award  a  commission  to  take  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  when  and  aa  soon  as  it  may  be 
practicable. 


SmToim      ^^  ^y  tinid  person  shall  intervene  in  any  cause  of  admi- 
l^^'^  ralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  in  remt  for  his  own  interest, 
tmrJSL'^     and  he  is  entitied  accordiug  to  ihe  course  of  admiralty 
proceedings  to  be  heard  for  his  own  interest  therein,  he 
shall  propound  the  matter  in  suitable  allegations,  to  which, 
if  admitted  by  the  court,  the  other  party  or  parties  in  the 
suit  may  be  required  by  order  of  the  court  to  make  due 
answer ;  and  such  further  proceedings  shall  be  had,  and 
decree  rendered  by  the  court  therein,  as  to  law  and  jus- 
tice shall  appertaio.    But  every  such  intervener  shall  be 
iuiuiM  wall  ^^l^^'^i^'  ^^^  Siing  his  allegations,  to  give  a  stipulation 
nraUM.       ^^{^  sureties  to  abide  by  the  final  decree  rendered  in  the 
cause,  and  to  pay  all  such  costs  and  expenses  and  damages 
as  shall  be  awarded  by  the  court  upon  the  final  decree, 
whether  it  is  rendered  in  the  original  or  appdlate  court 

XXXV. 

Stipulations  in  admiralty  and  maritime  suits  may  be 
taken  int)pen  court,  or  by  the  prop^  judge  at  chambers 
or  under  his  order,  or  by  any  commissiouer  of  the  court, 
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-who  is  a  standing  oommissioiier,  of  the  cdort,  and  is  now 
by  law  authorized  to  take  affidatnts  of  baU  [acknowledg- 
ments of  bail  and  affidavits],  and  also  depositions  in  civil      t 
causes  pending  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 


•  ft 


Exception  may  be  taken  to  any  libel  or  allegation  or  ^^^ 
answer,  tot  surplusage,  irrelevancy,  impertinence  or  scan-  ^Ming^ 
dal;  and  if,  upon  reference  to  a  master,  the  exertion  sliall  S?*^*'*'^ 
be  reported  to  be  so  objectionable,  and  allowed  by  the 
court,  the  matter  shall  be  expunged  at  the  cost  and 
expense  of  the  party  in  whose  libel  or -answer  the  same  is 

found. 

•  •  • 

m 

xxxvu.  • 

In  cases  of  foreign  attachment,  the  garnishee  shall  be  2^{^ 
required  to  answer  on  oath  or  solenm  affirmation,  as  to  !!Sw!!ror 
ibe  debts,  credits  or  effects  of  the  defendant  in  his  hands, 
and  to  such  intenogatories  touching  the  same  as  may 
be  propounded  by  the  libellant ;  and  if  he  shall  refuse 
or  neglect  so  to  do,  the  court  may  award  compulsory  pro- 
cess  in  personam  i^ainst  him.  If  he  admit  any  debts, 
credits  or  eflfects,  the  same  shall  be  held  in  his  hands,  liable 
to  answer  to  the  exigency  of  the  suit. 


In  cases  of  marineitf  wages,  or  bottomry,  or  salvage,  or  2^^ 

other  proceedings  tn  rem,  where  fieight  or  other  proceeds  £^^i£^ 

of  property  are  attached  to,  or  are  bound  by  the  suit,  *^*"^ 

which  are  in  the  hands  or  possession  of  any  person,  the 

court  may,  upon  due  application  by  petition  of  the  party 

interested,  require  the  party  charged  with  the  possession 

thereof  to   appear    and   show    cause   why    the   same 

should  not  be  brought  into  court  to  answer  the  exigency 

of  the  suit ;  and  if  no  sufficient  cause  be  shown,  the  court 

may  order  the  same  to  be  brought  into  court  to  answer 
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libel  maj 

bepro- 

Donneed 

deserted, 

fur  want  of 

pfotecoiioB. 


the  exigency  of  the  suity  and,  iipdn  fisdlnie  of  the  party  to 
comply  with  the  order,  may  award  an  attadunoit  or  otiher 
compnlflive  procesB  to  compel  obedience  thereto. 

XXXIX. 

If,  in  any  admiralty  suit,  the  libeUant  shall  not  appear 
and  proeecute  his*  suit  according  to  the  course  and  orden 
of  the  court,  he  shall  be  deemed  in  default  and  contumacy ; 
aEd  the  court  may,  upon  the  application  of  Hie  d^endjmt, 
pronounce  the  suit  to  be  deserted,  and  the  same  may  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 


1  • 


MfS!^  '^^  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  upon  the  motion  of  tlie 
^taten  defendant  and  the  payment  of  costs,  resdi^  tha  decree  in 
S?  aiiy  suit  in  which,  on  account  of  his  contumacy  and  de> 
fault,  the  matter  of  the  libel  shall  have  been  decreed 
against  him,  and  grant  a  rehe%ping  Hieteof  at  any  time 
within  ten  days  after  the  decree  has  been  entered,  tiie 
defendant  submitting  to  such  further  orders  and  terms  in 
the  premises  as  the  court  may  direct 

XLL 

SiiM  of  All  sales  of  property  under  any  decree  in  admiralty^ 

mn'mmfcif  ^^  ^  made  by  the  marshal  or  his  deputy,  or  other  pro- 
per officer  assigned  by  the  court  where  the  marshal  is  a 
party  in  interest,  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  the  court ; 
and  the  proceeds  thereof,  when  sold,  shall  be  forthwith 
paid  into  the  registry  of  the  court,  by  the  officer  making 
the  sale,  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  court  according  to  law. 

XLU. 

All  monep  paid  into  the  registry  of  the  court  shall  be 
deposited  in  Bome  bank  designated  by  the  court,  and  shall 
be  so  deposited  in  the  name  of  the  court,  and  shall  not 
be  drawn  out  except  by  a  check  or  checks  signed  by  a 


▲n 

tob«  de* 
potited  In  a 
Dank* 
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judge  of  the  court  and  oountendgDed  by  thjB  clerk,  stating  f^  ^^^ 
on  whose  account  and  for  whose  use  it  is  drawn,  and  in 
-what  suit  and  out  of  what  fund  in  particular  it  is  paid. 
The  clerk  shall  keep  a  regular  book,  containing  a  memo-  ^JS^'llSir' 
nudum  and  copy  of  all  the  checks  s6  drawn,  and  the  ^^^ 
da^  thereof* 

XLIU. 

Any  person  having  an  interest  in  any  proceeds  in  the  jf,;[X?aB 
r^pstiy  of  the  court,  shall  have  a  right  by  petition  and  p,^Sdl? 
summary  proceedmg  to  mtervene  fro  tnUresse  suo^  for  a  reiiethen. 
ddiveiy  tjiereof  to  him;   and  upon  due  notice  to  the 
adverse  parties,  if  any,  the  coiurt  shall  and  may  proceed 
summarily  to  hear  and  decide  thereon,   and  to  decree 
therein  accor^g  to  law  and  justice ;  and  if  such  petition 
or  claim  shall  be  deserted,  or  upon  a  hearing  dismissed, 
the  court  may  in  its  discretion  award  costs  against  the 
petitioner  in  &vor  of  the  adverse  party. 

xuv. 
In  cases  whera  the  court  shall  deem  it  expedient  or  lufennM 

*  BUi7  be 

necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  the  court  may  refer  ^^^^ 
any  matters  arising  in  the  progress  of  the  suit  to  one  or  wiZHban 
more  commissionerB  to  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  hear  v^vma 

^^  ^  maaieniii 

the  parties  and  make  report  thereon ;  and  such  commis-  ckMHwy. 
sioner  or  commissioners  shall  have  and  possess  all  the 
powers  in  the  premises  which  are  usually  given  to  or 
exercised  by  masters  in  chancery  in  references  to  them, 
including  the  power  to  administer  oaths,  and  to  examine 
the  parties  and  witnesses  touching  the  premises. 

XLV. 

All  appeals  from  the  district  to  the  circuit  court  mtist  ^|S^c. « ^^  ^^^^ 
be  made  while  tiie  court  is  sitting,  or  within  such  other  ^uiSi^     ^  5^^ 
period  as  shall  be  designated  by  the  district  court  by  its  ^SSuwHria,    *^  ^ 
general  rules,  or  by  an  order  specially  made  in  the  particu- 
lar suit. 
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.    XliVI. 

^^^^J        I^  ^  <^*"®®  **^*  provided  for  by  the  foregoing  rules,  the 

I5S[o*Sffl!   district  wid  circuit  courts  are  to  r^;ulate  the  practice  of 

"****   said   courts  respectively,   in  such  manner  as   they  shall 

deem  most  expedient  for  the  due  administration  of  justice 

in  suits  of  admiralty. 

ZLVIL 

toiSreM        These  rules  shall  be  in  force  in  all  the  circuit  and  dis- 
S^p/aS,^'    trict  courts  of  the  United  States,  fiom  and  after  the  firet 
day  of  September  next 

IlTaif^JS!^  It  is  ord^fed  by  the  court,  that  the  foregoing  rules  be, 
and  they  are  adopted  and  promulgated  as  roles  for  the 
regulation  and  government  of  the  practice  of  the  circuit 
courts  and  district  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  suitB  in 
admirally  on  the  instance  side  of  the  courts ;  and  that  tlie 
Reporter  of  the  court  do  cause  the  same  to  be  published 
in  the  next  volume  of  his  reporte,  and  that  he  do  caiue 
such  additional  copies  thereof  to  be  published  as  he  may 
deem  expedient  for  the  due  infonnation*  of  the  bar  and 
bench  in  the  respective  disMcts  and  drcuits. 

December  Term,  1850. 

Ordered f  That  the  following  supplemental  rules  be  added 
to  the  rules  heretofore  adopted  by  this  court  for  r^ulating 
proceediBgB  in  admiralty: 

xiiVni. 

SuMt  ten         Ii^  ttU  suits  in  personam  v^here  a  simple  warrant  of  aateet 

1^  MoT^     issues  and  is  executed,  bail  shall  be  taken  by  the  manshal 

**^^  and  the  court  in  those  cases  only  in  which  it  is  required  by 

the  laws  of  the  state,  where  an  arrest  is  made  upon  similar 

or  analogous  process  issuing  from  the  state  courts. 

And  imprisonment  for  debt,  on  process  issuing  out  of  the 
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admimUy  oourt,  ia  abolidied  ixx  all  cam  where,  by  the 
laws  jaf  the  state  in  which  the  court  ia  held,  impriaonment 
for  debt  has  been  or  diall  be  hereafter  abolished,  npon 
similar  ix  analagons  process  issuing  fiom  a  state  court 


The  twentyHBeventh  rvHtb  shall  not  apply  to  cases  where  J^^^ 
the  sum  or  value  in  dispute  does  not  exceed  fifty  doUars, 
exchisiye  of  costs,  unless  the  district  court  shall  be  of . 
opinion  that  the  proceedings  prescribed  by  that  rule  are 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice  in  the  case  before  the 
court 

All  rules  and  parts  of  rules  heretofore  adopted,  incon- 
sistent with  this  order,  are  hereby  repealed  and  annulled. 

DECEifBSB  TfaaMj  1851. 


(Mered,  That  forther  proof,  taken  in  a  circuit  court  rumer 

*  proof  on 

upon  an  admiralty  appeal,  shall  be  by  deposition  taken  ^^^ 
before  some  commissioner  appointed  by  a  circuit  court  pur-  ^*^' 
Quant  to  the  acts  of  Congress  in  that  behalf,  or  before 
some  officer  authorized  to  take  depositions  by  the  thirteenth 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  24th  of  September, 
1789,  upon  .an  oral  examination  and  cross-examination, 
unless  the  court  in  which  such  appeal  shall  be  pending,  or. 
one  of  the  judges  thereof  shall,  upon  motion,  allow  a 
commission  to  issue  to  take  such  deposition  upon  written 
interrogatories.  When  such  deposition  shair  be  taken  by 
oral  examination,  a  notification  from  the  magistrate  befort 
whom  it  is  to  be  taken,  or  from  the  clerk  of  the  court  in 
which  such  appeal  shall  be  pending,  to  the  adverse  party,  to 
be  present  at  the  takifig  of  the  same  and  to  put  interroga- 
tories if  he  shall  think  fit,  diall  be  served  on  the  adverse 
party  or  his  attorney,  allowing  time  for  their  attendance 
after  beiug  notified  not  less  than  twenty-four  hours  and  in 
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additkm  iha^to,  one  daji  Sundays  exdiudve,  for,  eveiy 
twenly  miles'  travel :  Ftovided^  that  the  court  in  which 
sach  appesl  may  be  pending,  or  either  the  judges  therooC 
may,  upon  motion,  inciesse  or  diminirii  the  letigth  of 
notice  above  required. 

LI.     ' 

xtiiimim         Orieredj  That  when  oral  evidence  shall  be  taken  down 

Ukni  down  ' 

if.  oT^f  ^  ^®  ^^^'^  ^^  ^  district  court  pursuant  to  the  above 
^mdiA  mentioned  section  of  the  act  of  CongreBs,  and  shall  be 
transmitted  to  the  circuit  court,  the  same  may  be  used 
in  evidence  on  the  appeal,  saving  to  eadi  party  the  right 
to  take  the  depositions  of  the  same  witnesses  or  either  of 
them,  if  he  should  so  elect 

DECEaiBKB  Term,  1854. 

Ordered^  That  the  following  supplemental  rules  be  added 
to  the  rules  heretofore  adopted  by  this  court  for  r^ulating 
proceedings  in  admiralty. 

BepHMtion       When  the  defendant  in  his  answer  allures  new  fikcte, 

to  nev  ftdi 

•Urged  In  these  shall  be  considered  as  denied  by  the  libellant ;  and  no 
•m^ndnem  replication,  general  or  special,  shall  be  allowed.  But 
^itatoi."''^  within  such  tune  after  the  answer  is  filed  as  shall  be  fixed 
by  the  district  court,  either  by  general  rule  or  by  special 
order,  the  libellant  may  amend  his  libel  so  as  to  confiaes 
and  avoid,  or  explain  or  add  to  the  new  matter  set  forth 
in  the  answer ;  and  within  such  time  as  may  be  fixed,  in 
like  manner,  the  defendant  shall  answer  such  amendments. 

LIU. 

contonti  of  The  clsrk  of  the  district  court  shall  make  up  the  records 
nutuKi  from  to  bc  transmitted  to  the  circuit  court,  on  appeals,  so  that 
J*^  So?      *^^  same  shall  contain  the  following : 


BITLE8.  OF  COUBT.  463 

1*  The  style  of  the  court 

3.  The  names  of  the  parties,  setting  forth  the  origmal 
parties  and  those  who  have  become  parties  before  the 
appeal,  if  any  change  has  taken  place. 

3.  If  bail  was  taken,  or  property  was  attached  or  arrested, 
the  process  of  arrest  and  attachment,  and  the  service  thereof, 
and  all  bail  and  stipulations,  and,  if  any  sale  has  been  made, 
the  ordeis,  warrants  and  reports  relating  thereto* 

4.  The  libel,  with  exhibits  annexed  thereto. 

5.  The  pleadings  of  the  defendant,  with  the  exhibits 
annexed  thereto. 

6.  llie  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  Ubellant,  and  any 
exhibits  not  annexed  to  the  libeL 

7.  The  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  ex- 
hibits not  annexed  to  his  pleadings. 

8.  Any  order  of  the  court  to  which  excq>tion  was  made. 

9.  Any  report  of  the  assessor  or  assessors,  iif  excepted  to, 
with  the  orders  of  the  court  respecting  the  same,  and  the 
exceptions  to  the  report.  If  the  report  was  not  excepted 
to,  only  the  fact  that  a  reference  was  made,  and  so  much 
of  the  report  as  shows  what  results  are  arrived  at  by  the 
assessor,  are  to  be  stated. 

10.  The  jQnal  decree. 

11.  The  prayer  for  an  appeal,  and  the  action  of  the 
district  court  thereon;  and  no  reasons  of  appeal  shall  be 
filed  or  inserted  in  the  transcript. 

The  following  shall  be  omitted : 

1.  The  continuances. 

3.  AH  motions,  rules  and  orders,  not  excepted  to,  which 
are  merely  preparatory  for  triaL 

3.  The  commissions  to  take  depositions,  notices  therefor, 
their  captions,  and  certificates  of  their  being  sworn  to, 
unless  some  exception  to  a  deposition  in  the  district  court 
was  founded  on  some  one  or  more  of  these ;  in  which  case 
so  much  of  either  of  them  as  may  be  involved  in  the 


;, 


4(>4  AFHEETDDu  . 

exception  shall  be  set  out  In  all  other  cases  it  sMl  he 
sufficient  to  give  the  name  of  the  witness  and  to  copy  Qie 
interrogatories  and  answers,  and  to  state  the  name  of  ^ 
ecHnmisBioner,  and  the  place  where^  and  the  date  when, 
the  deposition  was  sworn  to ;  and  in  cc^yying  all  deposi- 
tions taken  on  intenogatories,  the  answer  shall  be  inseited 
immediately  following  the  question. 

The  derk  of  the  district  court  shall  page  the  copy  of 
the  record  thus  made  up,  and  eball  make  an  indet  thereto; 
and  he  shall  certify  the  entire  document,  at  the  end  thereofi 
under  the  seal  of  the  court,  to  be  a  transcript  of  the  reooid 
of  the  district  court,  in  the  cause  named  at  the  beginning 
of  the  copy,  made  up  pursuant  to  this  mle,  and  no  other 
certificate  of  the  record  shall  be  needful  or  inserted 

It  is  Jiarther  ordered^  That  these  rules  be  published  in 
the  next  yolmne  of  the  reports  of  the  decisions  of  this 
*  court,  and  that  the  clerk  cause  them  to  be  forthwith 
printed  and  transmitted  to  the  several  district  couris. 

Test:  Wh.  Thos.  Carroll. 
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BULIS    07  TBI  GiBOUIT    COUBT  07  TBS  UnITBD  StATSS   FOB  TH8 
NOBTHXBN  DiSTBIOT  07  NxW-YOBX,  BBQULATIKG  APPSAL8  7B0M 

THS  msTBiOT  00X7BT. — Jum  TSBM,  1848.  . 

I. 

The  transcript  to  be  sent  to  this  Qourt,  on  appeal  thereto  '^^^^^^^' 
fix>m  a  sentence  or  decree  of  the  district  court,  may  be  cer-  ^^* 
tified  by  the  clerk  of  the  latter  court,  under  his  hand  and 
the  seal  of  the  court 

II. 

Eight  days'  notice  of  hearing  on  appeal  shall  in  all  cases  Notiee  or 
be  given,  by  the  service  thereof  on  the  adverse  party,  or 
on  his  proctor. 

m 

m. 

When  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  district  court  is  wimh  ap- 
interposed  less  than  twenty  days  before  the  next  stated  ses-  S^SwurtT. 
sion  of  this  court,  it  may  be  noticed  for  hearing  at  such 
session  by  either  party. 

IV.  • 

When  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  district  court  is  wimbj 
interposed  less  than  twenty  days  before  the  next  stated  ^"^ 
session  of  this  court,  the  appellee  may,  at  his  option,  notice 
the  cause  for  hearing  at  such  session,  on  the  first  or  other 
day  thereof;  or  have  the  cause  continued  until  the  next 
stated  session. 

69 
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2|J2J^^^  TranscriptB  of  the  depootioiis  taken  in  any  caoaet  in  Hie 
m^^mT^  district  court,  according  to  law — whe&er  de  bene  ette  un- 
der the  acts  of  Congress,  or  on  commisBion — and  read  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  that  court,  may  be  transmitted 
to  this  court  on  appeal,  and  read  by  either  party  as  evi- 
dence at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  this  court 

VI. 

SS!m  taSn  ^  ^V7  ^^  ^®  notes  taken  by  the  judge,  or  under  his 
how'wk  direction  by  the  clerk,  of  the  district  court,  of  tiie  evi- 
dence of  witnesses  examined  orally  therein,  shall  be  certi- 
fied and  transmitted  ip  this  court  on  appeal,  al6n^  with 
the  transcript  of  the  record  and  other  proceedings  in  ibe 
cause,  and  shall  be  admitted  to  prove  the  evidence  given 
by  such  witnesses ;  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  abridge  the  right  of  the  parties  to  re-examine 
such  witnesses  in  this  court,  if  they  shall  see  fit  to  do  bo» 
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m. 

Rules  of  Praotiob  of  the  Dxstriot  Court  of  the  United 
States  foe  the  Nobthern  District  of  N?w-York,  in  oabes 
of  aduiraxtt  and  kabitihs  juri8di0ti0n  oh  the  instance 
side  of  tbs  court,  as  amended  and  b8tabushed  at  the 
May  Term,  1856. 

•    I. 

The    "  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  courts  of  the  United  SJjy*?;: 
States  in  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  on  S^^^J^ 
the  instance  side  of  the  court,*'  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  ^' 
Ck>urt  of  the  United  States,  at  the  January  tenn,  1845, 
and  the  rules  of  sdd  court  in  addition  to  orin  modification 
of  the  same,  are  rules  of  practice  in  this  court  in  all  cases 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  including  cases 
within  the  act  entitled  <<  An  act  extending  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  district  courts  to  certain  cases  upon  the  lakes  and 
navigable  waters  connecting  the  same,'*  passed  February 
26th,  1846. 

A  special  session  of  the  court  is  hereby  i^pointed  to  be  weekw  md 
held  at  Buffido,  on  Tuesday  of  every  week,  at  ten  o'clock  j;^^  l^ 
in  the  forenoon :  at  which  special  sesdon  all  process  may  ^tSt^p;!^"* 
be  made  returnable,  and  all  proceedings  may  be  had,  SmSw  or 
except  trials  by  jury,  which  will  not  be  held  without  a  "^^^ 
iq>ecial  order  by  the  judge  for  that  purpose,  except  at  a 
stated  term;  and  except  trials  of  issue  of  fact  before  the  court, 
which  will  behad<mly  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  each  month 
other  than  the  months  of  July  and  August,  without  a  like 
special  order*    Issues  of  fact  may  be  brought  to  trial  by 
either  party  after  twenty  days*  notice  to  the  other  parties 
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in  interest  or  in  puraoance  of  an  order  previously  obtained 
for  SQch  purpose;  and  issues  of  law,  and  enumerated  and 
non-enumerated  motions  may  be  brought  to  a  hearing  after 
dght  days'  notice  as  aforesaid,  or  in  puisuanoe  of  a  like 
order;  but  no  notice  shall  be  required  in  respect  to  any 
proceeding  or  motion  which  can  be  properly  made  or  taken 
on  the  return-day  of  process,  if  such  motion  shall  be  made 
or  proceeding  taken  on  such  return-day,  or  when  the  court 
shall  not  sit  on  such  return-day,  on  the  first  court  day 
thereafter.    In  case  of  the  non-attendance  of  liie  judge  at 
the  time  hereby  appointed,  or  at  any  other  time,  which 
may,  by  special  order,  be  appointed,  for  any  qpedal  session 
of  the  court,  all  process  and  proceedings  shall  be  continued, 
as  of  course  and  without  prejudice  to  the  nerf.  specW 
sessions;  or  by  special  or(}er,  to  some  earlier  day  for  that 
purpose  appointed  by  the  judge. 

ra. 

Jl^r^  ^  process  shall  bear  test  of  the  day  on  which  it  is 
P'''^^  sealed,  and  shall  be  made  returnable  before  the  judge  at 
Buffalo  on  any  Tuesday  thereafter,  sufficiently  remote  to 
admit  of  the  prescribed  notice.  But  final  process  up(m 
bonds  or  stipulations  may  be  made  returnable  at  a  stated 
term  of  the  court,  or  at  a  special  session  as  hereinbefore 
provided. 

IV. 

Dosignatioii  The  ucv^papcr  called  the  Buffalo  Commercial  Aiertuert 
per  ta  paiw  printed  at  the  city  of  Buffalo,  is  hereby  designated,  in  pur- 
Kni«  «•  suance  of  Rule  ix.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  admiralty 
and  maritime  causes  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  as 
the  newspaper  in  which  all  notices  shall  be  printed  which 
are  by  the  said  rule  required  to  be  published  in  a  news- 
paper, in  all  suits  in  rem  in  which  the  arrest  of  the  vessel, 
goods,  or  other  thing  proceeded  against,  has  been  made  at 

■ 

or  within  the  collection  district  of  Buffalo  creek,  or  the 
collection  district  of  Niagara. 
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V. 

The  Hollister  Bank,  in  the  city  of  Buflalo,  is  hereby  ?¥*  <^' 
defflgnated,  in'  punniance  of  Rule  XLn.  of  the  same  Rules, 
as  the  place  of  deposit  for  moneys  paid  into  court. 

VI. 

Libels,  answers,  and  all  other  pleadings  and  papers  to  be  ^^^\ 
filed,  shall  be  so'plainly  written  as  to  be  readily  legible,  Jjifil"^ 
and  shall  be  firee,  to  all  reasonable  extent,  from  interlinear 
tions  and  erasures ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  clerk 
to  reject  all  papers  delivered  to  him  to  be  filed,  which  are 
not  in  conformity  with  this  rule. 

vu. 

All  libels  praying  process  of  arrest,  whether  in  rem  or  *iibete  to  be 
inpenanam^  shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  or  SQlenin  affir-  <>*^ 
mation  of  the  libellant,  unless,  for  sufficient  cause  shown, 
such  oath  or  affirmation  shall  be  dispensed  with  by  the 
special  order  of  the  judge.    And  all  libels,  answers  and  piMdings  to 
other  pleadings  shall  be  signed  by  the  party  in  his  own 
proper  handwriting,  and  in  like  manner  by  the  proctor 
for  the  party  in  whose  behalf  they  are  filed,  imless,  for 
special  cause  shown,  such  signature  shall  be  dispensed  with 

by  leave  of  the  court. 

« 

VIII. 

In  suits  m  rem,  the  mesne  process  shall  be  served,  and  Nottee  lo 
the  required  notices  iriven,  at  least  fourteen  days  before  umr  in 
the  return-day  of  the  process,  unless  a  shorter  time  shall  JP*^",.- 
be  prescribed  by  special  order,  founded  upon  the  exigencies  ^"^ 
of  the  particular  caaL 

IX. 


All  process,  and  all  notices  for  publication  in  a  news-  ProeeH  ud 
paper  in  pursuance  of  Rule  ex.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  anresttobe 
admiralty  and  maritime  causes,  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  ^''^ 
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0(Nii«iittQr 


Somde- 
nundfd  to 
iMttetedlB 
libel. 


Bond  or 

for  real 
somto  b« 

gtVMI. 


Coort,  shall  be  drawn  up  by  the  clerk;  and  no  piooen, 
except  Bubpoenasy  shall  be  issaed  by  him  in  blank. 

The  notice  mentioned  in  the  last  preceding  jrule  shall 
contain  the  title  of  the  suit,  a  snmmary  stat^nent  ^of  the 
cause  of  action,  ihe  amount  of  the  demand,  and  the  day 
and  place  fixed  for  the  return  of  the  p]x>ce8s ;  and  shall 
have  affixed  at  the  close  thereof,  the  nam^  of  the  proctor 
of  the  libellant,  and  that  of  the  marshal,  or  of  his  d^uty, 
intrusted  with  the  execution  of  the  proceas. 

XI. 

The  amount  of  the  debt  or  damages  for  which  ihe 
action  is  brought,  shall  be  stated  in  the  libel,  and  with  the 
addition  thereto  for  costs  of  $250,  in  a  suit  ifi'r«m,  and  of 
$100,  in  a  suit  in  personam,  shaU  be  ^idorsed  on  t^e  mesne 
process  thus,  "  action  for  $  ,''  and  in  a  suit  in  rem 

the  requisite  bond  or  stipulation  upon  the  release  of  *the 
property,  shall  be  in  the  sum  of  $250  in  addition  to  twice 
the  amount  demanded  in  the  libel,  and  in  a  suit  in  penonam 
in  tiie  sum  of  $100,  with  the  addition  of  twice  the  amount 
of  the  demand. 


XII. 

dent  libel-  When  the  libellant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  district,  he 
iSSwi^f^^*  shall,  at  the  time  of  commencing  his  suit,  give  a  bond  or 
"**'^''  ***  stipulation,  with  one  or  more  sufficient  sureties,  in  the  suA 
of  at  least  one  hundred  dollars,  if  the  suit  is  tit  pen^nam ; 
and  in  the  sum  of  at  least  two  hundred  said  fifty  dollars, 
if  the  suit  be  in  rem — conditioned  4;hat  he  will  appear 
from  time  to  time,  and  abide  by  all  orders,  interlocutory 
and  final,  of  the  court,  and  pay  the  costs  and  expenses,  if 
any,  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  by  the  final 
decree  of  this  court,  or  of  any  appellate  court:  Promdei^ 
however,  that  this  regulation  shall  not  extend  Jio  suits  fi>r 
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seamen's  wages,  nor  to  suits  for  salvage  when  the  salvors 
have  come  into  port  in  possession  ot  the  property  libelled. 

XIII. 

In  all  cases  not  embraced  within  the  last  preceding  iiimmi 
role,  on  motion  of  the  defendant  or  claimant,  the  court  Moarij7j4. 

'  quired  by 

willy  in  its  discretion,  direct  the  libellant,  on  pain  of  dis-  SS^f  oq 
missing  his  libel,  to  give  the  like  security.  ^^ST 

xrv. 

Instead  of  the  security  specified  in  the  two  last  preced-  Konermmy 
ing  rules,  the  party  firom  whom  it  is  required  may,  at  his  » Mpvitr* 
option,  deposit  in  court  a  sum  of  money  of  the  like  amount. 

XV. 

If  in  any  ease  a  libel  shall  be  filed  in  behalf  of  a  libellant  Proetorfor 
who  is  not  a  resident  within  the  district,  before  security  ?««*]f'»S" 
for  costs  and  expenses  shall  be  filed  as  required  by  Rule  xn.,  SiailJJi. 
the  proctor  for  such  libellant  shall  be  liable  for  costs  and  ^^  ^^^ 
expenses  to  the  amount  specified  in  the  said  rule,  until 
such  security  shall  be  filed;  and  the  payment  thereof 
may  be  enforced  by  summary  process  in  personam  against 
such  proctor. 

XVI. 

When  a  proctor  is  retained  to  defend  in  any  suit,  before  Libeitobe 

Mired  on 

the  retumrday  of  the  mesne  process  therein,  who  resides  JJgJJ^^ 
Of  has  his  place  of  business  more  than  three  miles  fiH)m  the 
clerk's  office,  and  not  more  than  three  miles  finom  the  resi- 
dence or  place  of  business  of  the  proctor  for  the  libellant, 
such  proctor  for  the  defendant  may,  at  any  time  before  the 
return-day  of  the  process,  serve  a  notice  of  his  retainer  on 
the  proctor  for  the  libellant;  and  it  shall  thereupon  be  the 
duty  of  the  proctor  for  the  libeUant,  without  delay,  to 
serve  on  the  proctor  for  the  defendant  a  copy  of  the  libel 
on  file. 


472 


APPENDIX. 


xvn. 

HO.,  not  When  the  defendant's  answer,  or  any  othar  pleading 

tora^^'to  subsequent  to  the  libel,  is  put  in  by  being  simply  filed  in 
"'^  the  clerk's  office,  instead  of  being  given  in  <^en  court  in 
presence  of  the  proctor  or  advocate  for  the  adverse  party, 
a  copy  thereof,  with  notice'of  the  time  of  filing  the  same, 
shall  without  delay  be  served  on  the  proctor  of  such  ad- 
vene party. 


Oopjr  of  d^ 
ereeto  b« 
trammltted 
lo  factor, 
wken* 


xvm. 

When  a  decree  is  made  in  the  absence  of  the  proctor  of 
eith^  party  to  liie  suit,  unless  such  proctor  resides  at  the 
place  where  the  clerk's  office  is  kept,  it  shall  be  the  doty 
of  the  clerk  immediately  to  transmit  to  him  by  mail  a  copy 
or  the  decree ;  and  such  proctor  and  party  shall  be  re^n- 

sible  to  the  clerk  f(Nr  the  fees  to  which  he  may  be  entitled 

« 

for  such  service,  according  to  the  usual  rate  of  diarge. 


BalMon 

eseoatkm 

regnlatod. 


In  all  suits  other  than  those  founded  upon  municipal 
seizure,  not  less  than  six  days'  notice  of  the  sale  of  pn>- 
perty  on  final  process  shall  be  given.  A  longer  notice  may 
be  given  at  the  discretion  of  the  marshal  or  his  deputy  by 
whom  the  sale  is  to  be  made,  or  by  order  of  the  court  It 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  marshal  in  all  cases  in  which  it 
shall  be  practicable,  to  make  the  sale  and  pay  the  proceeds 
into  court  on  or  before  the  return  day  of  the  process,  on- 
der  which  such  sale  is  to  be  made.  The  clerk  will  in  all 
cases  make  the  process  rotumable  at  such  time  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  marshal  to  give  the  requisite  notice, 
make  the  sale,  and  return  such  process  on  or  before  the 
return  day  thereof. 


On  ordv         Whenever  any  libel  shall  be  taken  as  confessed,  for  want 

that  Ilbol  b«  "^ 

tMjunpro    of  answer,  there  shall  be  an  ord^  of  reference  to  the 


RULES  OF  COUBT,  473 

clerk  or  a  commissioner  fro  hoc  vice  to  take  proof  of  the  JJ'^jJJJ^ 
material  facts  and  circnmstances  stated  in  the  libel,  and  to  ^^£1 
examine  the  libellant  on  oath  or  aflSnnation,  in  respect  to  '*^'^* 
payments  or  ofEsets,  and  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee  in 
respect  to  any  other  matters  pertaining  to  his  demand,  and 
the  referee  shall  report  accofdingly. 

Upon  sufficient  canse  shown,  the  conrt  will  in  the  order  otth  or 
of  reference,  or  otherwise,  direct  that  the  oath  or  affirmsr  ^^ 
tion  of  the  libellant  may  be  received  in  support  of  the 
allegations  of  the  libel,  or  will  give  such  other  special 
directions  in  respect  to  the  proceedings  upon  the  refer^ice 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  require. 

In  cases  of  reference  under  a  decree  pro  confesso^  the  prooMdingt 

on  taoh 

libellant  shall,  unless  otherwise  specially  directed,  proceed  T^jSSS 
with  the  reference  within  four  days  from  the  date  thereof; 
and  upon  a  reference  in  cases  in  which  an  answer  shall 
have  been  interposed,  or  in  which,  for  other  reasons,  notice 
of  hearing  on  the  reference  shall  be  required,  the  hearing 
may  proceed  on  any  day  appointed  by  the  referee,  at  the 
instance  of  either  party ;  provided,  that  eight  days'  notice 
shall  have  been  given  of  such  hearing,  to  all  adverse  parties 
who  have  appeared  in  the  cause. 

Such  reference  may  be  continued  from  day  to  day  or 
by  adjournment,  and  when  adverse  parties  appear,  the 
proofs  shall  be  closed  at  the  end  of  thirty  days  from  the 
date  of  the  order  of  reference,  unless  tiie  parties  shall  agree 
to  the  closing  of  the  same  at  an  earlier  day,  or  unless  the 
time  shall  be  extaided  by  the  written  order  of  the  referee, 
or  by  the  written  stipulation  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  order 
of  the  court  for  that  purpose  obtained ;  aud  the  clerk  or 
commissioner  shall  make  and  file  his  report  within  eight 
days  after  the  testimony  shall  have  been  closed. 

60 
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UbeDtiit 
•Ikmedlt 

■werlnter- 
iQgalMtei. 


xxin. 

When  interrogatories  are  propounded  by  the  defendant 
at  the  close  of  his  ans  wer,  touching  any  matters  charged 
in  the  libel,  or  touching  any  matter  of  def^i^  set  up  in 
the  answer  (according  to  Rule  xxxn.  of  the  Rules  of  Prac- 
tice prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court)(a),  the  libellant 
shall  answer  the  same  within  twelve  days,  unless,  for 
sufficient  cause  shown,  he  shall,  by  special  order,  be 
allowed  a  longer  period ;  and  the  court  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, require  such  interrogatories  to  be  answered  witiiin 
a  shorter  time,  or  iTutataer* 


ProModlnsi 
•gainst 
garnishee 
mgnlated. 


XXIV. 

When  interrogatories  aro  propounded  to  a  garmshee  (in 
pursuance  of  Rule  xxxvn.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  pre- 
scribed by  the  Supreme  Court),  a  copy  thereof  shall  be 
served  upon  the  garnishee  perscmally,  or,  in  case  of  his 
absence  from  his  dweUing-house  or  usual  place  of  abode. 


(a)  "  In  defiralt  of  due  answer  by  the  libellaat  to  sodi  intenogft- 
tories,  the  court  may  ad|judg6  the  libellant  to  be  in  de&nlt,  and  dknuss 
the  libel,  or  may  compel  his  answer  in  the  premises  by  attachment,  or 
take  the  subject  matter  of  the  interrogatory  pro  confesso  in  fityor  of 
defendant,  as  the  court  in  its  discretion  shall  deem  most  fit  to  promote 
public  justice."  Rule  xxxii.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  prescribed  by 
the  Supreme  Court. 


I 


Tendiji 

•Uowanee 

fbrezeep- 

ttODfllO 

report 


Exceptions  to  any  report  made  by  the  cleik  of  a  com- 
missioner, must  be  filed  or  served  on  the  adverse  party 
within  ten  days  after  such  report  shall  have  been  filed, 
unless  the  time  shall  be  enlarged  by  the  judge  or  by  Hae 
written  stipulation  of  the  parties ;  and  if  exceptions  are 
not  so  filed  and  served,  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  lepoit 
may  be,  may,  on  the  first  special  session  thereafter,  and 
without  notice,  move  for  the  confirmation  of  the  rqiort, 
and  a  final  decree  therefix)m. 


\ 
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by  leaving  such  copy  with  8ome  person  of  suitable  age  who 
is  a  ip^nber  or  resident  of  the  family ;  and  the  gamifihee 
shall  be  required  to  ansv^er  the  interrogatories  within 
twelve  days  after  such  service,  unless  a  loqger  period  shall, 
for  adequate  cause  shown,  be  by  special  order  allowed  for 
that  purpose ;  and  the  court  may  also,  in  its  discretion, 
prescribe  a  shorter  period. 

XXV. 

Exceptions  to  the  libel  (taken  in  pursuance  of  Rule  ^^^ 
XXXVI.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  SSwuImd. 
Court),  for  surplusage,  irrevelancy,  impertinence  or  scandal, 
may  be  taken  ore  tmw^  on  tiie  retumrday  of  the  mesne 
process ;  and  exceptions  to  the  answer  or  other  allegation 
given  by  tl]p  defendant,  taken  for  the  like  causes,  in  pursue 
ance  of  the  same  rule,  or  in  pursuance  of  Rule  xxvn.,  for 
want  of  sufficiency,  fullness  or  distinctness,  may  be  taken 
in  like  manner,  when  the  answer  or  other  allegation  is  put 
in  in  open  court ;  and  the  court  will  thereupon,  in  its  dis- 
eretion,  either  decHe  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  exceptions 
80  taken,  ti««toii^,  or  direct  the  same  to  be  drawn  up  in 
writing,  and  appoint  a  day  to  hear  argument  thereon,  or 
refer  the  same  to  a  commissioner. 

XXVI. 

When,  at  the  return  of  the  mesne  process,  further  time  when  copy 
has  been  granted  to  answer  the  libel;  and  the  answer,  tobeienred. 
instead  of  being  produced  and  offered  in  open  court  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  the  advocate  of  the  libellant,  is 
simply  filed  with  the  clerk,  a  copy  thereof  shall,  without 
delay,  be  served  on  the  proctor  for  the  libellant  pereonally, 
if  he'resides  within  three  miles  of  the  proctor  for  the  defen- 
dant, otherwise  either  personally  or  by  mail ;  and  the  proc-  Ten  Am 
tor  for  the  libellant  may,  within  ten  days  after  the  service  exe^tioii 
thereof,  file  and  serve  exceptions  thereto.    The  defendant,  p^ocaeaingt 
within  eight  days  after  the  service  of  such  exceptions,  may  ^S^^ 
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give  a  written  notice  of  his  sobmisBion  to  any  or  aD  of 
them ;  and  if  any  of  them  are  not  submitted  to  wifta  the 
time  prescribedt  the  libellanl^  may  brinir  ihe  same  to  a 
he<«Dg  before  the  coart.  by  giving;  atTy  time  witim  « 
days,  a  notice  of  not  less  than  six,  nor  more  than  ten  days, 
of  sach^hearing.  Every  exception  not  sabmitted  to,  and 
which  is  not  notified  for  hearing  within  the  time  apecifiedt 
shall  be  considered  as  abandoned* 

XXVII. 

^^JJJ^mT  When  exceptions  are  referred  to  a  commissbnert  if  the 
SS^i£ml'  party  who  obtained  the  reference  shall  not  procure  and  file 
the  commissioner's  report  witiun  fourteen  days  fiom  Ijie 
date  of  the  order  of  reference,  unless  further  time  shall  be 
allowed,  for  sufficient  cause  shown,  by  special  order,  the 
exceptions  shall  be  considered  abandoned*  Tho  party  by 
whom  the  reference  was  obtained  shall  have  eight  days 
after  filing  the  report  of  the  commisBioner,  to  except  thereto. 
On  filing  th^  report,  he  shall  give  notice  of  filing  the  same 
to  the  adverse  proctor,  who  shall  havf^  eight  days  after 
such  notice  to  except  to  the  report.  Exceptions  to  a  com- 
missioner's report  may  be  noticed  for  argument  by  either 
party,  and  the  notice  shall  be  served  at  least  six  days  befcne 
the  day  designated  for  the  hearing(a). 

(a)  Vnien  any  exception  to  an  answer  for  want  of  sofloiencj,  fiill- 
ness  or  distinctness,  is  submitted  to,  or  adyndged  to  be  well  founded, 
the  court  is  to  order  the  defendant  to  put  in  a  further  answer  forth- 
with, or  within  such  time  as  the  court  shall  direct,  and  may  further 
order  the  defendant  to  pay  such  costs  as  the  court  shall  adjudge  reason- 
able. (Rule  xxTiii.  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  prescribed  by  the  Supreme 
Court) 

And  when  any  exception  for  surplusage,  irrelevancy,  impertinenoe 
or  scandal,  shall  be  submitted  to  or  adjudged  to  have  been  well  taken, 
the  matter  of  such  exception  is  to  be  expunged  at  the  cost  and  expense 
of  the  party  in  whose  libel  or  answer  the  same  is  found.  (Rule  xxxti. 
of  the  Rules  of  Practice  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court) 
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All  appeals  to  the  circuit  court  must  be  interposed  ^^^^g^ 
within  ten  dajrs  firom  the  date  of  the  decree,  or  within  •pp^»*«- 
such  other  period  as  shall  be  designated  by  special  order 
made  in  the  particular  suit;  and  in  cases  where  the  right  . 
of  appeal  is  allowed,  no  final  process  shall  issue^  before 
the  expiration  of  the  ten  days  or  other  period  prescribed. 

The  regulations  prescribed  by  law  relative  to  the  mode  ISfSarL 
of  serving  notices  and  oth^  papers  in  suits  pxisecuted  in  ^!!S!!^S 
the  courts  of  the  State  of  New- York,  are  hereby  adopted,  adopSi 
tnntiaiii  mtOandisj  as  rules  of  this  court 

ft 

The  pmtrisions  in  the  foregoing  rules  contained,  shall  li 


nileftto 


hdd  applicable,  as  far  as  may  be,  to  all  proceedings  by  g^^*" 
petition  or  otherwise,  which  may  be  instituted  to  enforce  ^7*^ 
any  lien  or  demand,  upon  or  against  any  property  in  the 
custody  of  the  covlrt^  or  any  proceeds  in  tiie  registry. 

zxxi. 

Jb  18  ordered.  That  where  several  suits  are  instituted  Mii«uieta 
against  one  and  the  same  vessel,  or  the  proceeds  thereof^  ngiuated. 
no  more  than  one  charge  for  mileage  shall  be  allowed  for 
tiie  service  and  return  of  mesne  process  in  such  suits, 
unless  for  special  cause  shown  it  shall  be  otherwise  speci- 
ally ordered  by  the  court 


It  ie  herdw  ordered.  That  the  rule  heretofore  made  and  cMVtcmce 

ft%  Ha  kfmt  aft 

entered,  requiring  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  court  to  Bamo. 
be  kept  at  the  city  of  Auburn,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
abrogated,  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  office  be  hencer 
forth  kept  at  the  city  of  Buffalo. 
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PART  n. — PRECEDENTS. 


I.— LIBELS. 

Clbrke,  in  his  ^^  Brief  Diflcaone  showing  the  order  and  structure 
of  a  Libel  or  Declaration,"  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of 
England,  obsenreis,  that  with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  libel, 
^  there  is  no  special  custom  extant  ;*'  and  it  will  obcasion  no  sur- 
prise to  the  attentive  reader  to  be  told  that  this  observation  is  not 
less  true  of  the  libel  in  the  American  courts  of  admiral1y(a). 

It  may  be  reasonably  supposed,  however,  that  the  pcecedents 
prepared  by  Mr.  Summer,  and  contained  in  the  Appendix  to  Di72^ 
lap's  Admiralty  Practice,  have  already  to  some  extent  contributed 
<^  to  remedy  the  looseness  and  inaccuracy  which  have  so  strongly 
marked  the  admiralty  pleading  of  our  country."  The  author  r&or 
tures  to  cherish  the  hope,  also,  that  with  the  aid  of  the  new  Rules, 
this  desirable  reform  may  be  still  forther  promoted  by  the  fi^Uowiug 
precedents : 

The  twenty-third  of  these  Rules  prescribes  the  substantial  requi- 
,  sites  of  the  libel.  There  are,  however,  certain  matters  rather  of  f(»rm 
than  of  substance,  concerning  which  the  new  Bules  furnish  no 

(a)  Olkrke  remarks  that  a  libel  ougjit  to  be  n  drawn  as  to  oontun  the  five 
things  comprehended  in  the  two  following  yersee : 

Quie,  quid,  cbram  quo,  quo  jure  petatur  et  a  quo, 
Recte  compoeitus  quisque  libellus  habet. 

This  dietich  Ls  also  given  by  Lord  Ohief  Baron  Comtns  (Dig.,  tit  Chancery,  £  9)f 
and  quoted  by  Ooopkr  (£q.  PL,  17,  note  L),  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Stort  (£q.  PL} 
§  25),  as  descriptiye  of  the  essential  parts  of  a  bill  in  equity. 
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and  in  respect  to  which  aome  diversity  of  practice  seems 
to  have  prevailed. 

The  precedents  of  libels  given  in  the  appendix  to  Dnnlap's  Prac- 
tice aie  all  entitled  after  the  manner  of  declarations  in  suits  at  law, 
as  of  some  stated  term  of  the  court,  thus : 

^Uhited  States  of  Ahxrioa,  Distbiot   of  Massaohusbttq^  ss. 

Tkbm,  18—." 

Such  may  be  supposed,  therefore,  to  be  tiie  established  usage^  at 
lei^  in  the  District  of  Massachusetts ;  but  I  have  met  with  no  evi- 
dence that  this  usage  prevails  in  any  other  of  the  districts  of  the 
Union*  Several  precedents  of  libels  are  given  by  Mr.  Hall  in  his 
edition  of  Gierke's  Praxis,  purporting  to  relate  respectively  to  suits 
in  different  districts,  and  which  I  infer  are  copies  of  libels  actually 
filed  in  such  suits,  which  are  not  thus  entitled.  On  the  contrary, 
they  commence  with  an  address  to  the  judge,  like  a  bill  in  chan- 
CQcy ;  and  such  is  the  form  of  the  libel  in  a  recent  case  originating 
in  the  District  of  Louisiana,  and  finally  decided  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  report  of  which  the  voluminous 
pleadings  are  recited  in  exten»o{a). 

Whether  libels  in  the  English  admiralty  are  entitled  I  have  not 
been  able  certainly  to  ascertain*  In  Marriott's  Formulary  there  is 
a  precedent  of  a  Ubel  in  a  cause  of  damage,  and  another  of  a  sum- 
mary petition  for  wages,  which  are  not  entitied.  But  in  Chitty's 
General  Practice  (voL  2,  p.  534),  there  is  a  precedent  of  what  is 
denominated  a  "  Smnmary  petition  or  Ubd  for  wages "  (an  appel- 
lation not  calculated  to  inspire  confidence),  which  is  entitied  thus : 

**  ADHTRAMnr  Ikbtakox  Ooukt. 

On  the day  of  — •  term,  to  wit, 

the day  of ,  A.  D.  1884,^  before 

the  Right  Honorable  the  Judge.'* 

The  American  courts  of  admiralty  being,  as  such,  always  open, 
and  there  being  no  necessity  for  the  fiction  of  referring  iheir  acts  to  a 
stated  term,  any  more  than  there  is  in  a  court  of  chancery,  no  rear 

(a)  Waring  etoLj.  Qarke^ 5  Howard's  B.,  441. 


' 
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son  18  perceived  for  entitiihg  libek — which  may  belaud  in  fectare, 
filed  at  aay  time — as  of  a  general  tenn ;  andaa  it  is  better  to  avoid 
fiction  when  there  is  no  need  of  resorting  to  it,  the  libel  may  there- 
fore properly  commence  with  the  direction  or  address. 

The  next  point  to  be  considered  is  the  Introdaction*  With  reqpect 
to  this  part  of  the  libel,  also,  there  seems  to  have  been  a  want  ci 
uniformity  of  practice.  The  precedents  given  by  Mr.  HaUj  begin 
after  the  manner  of  a  bill  in  chancery,  thus: 


«t 


The  Libel  of  A.  B^  mariner  (or  as  the  case  may  be),  humbly  showetL' 


In  the  precedents  prepared  by  Mr.  Sumner,  the  introdaetion  is 
more  fonnal;  that  of  a  Ubel  in  rem  for  wages,  for  example,  is  as 
follows:  ♦ 

**The  libel  and  complaint  of  A.  B.  of j  late  mariner  <^  the  ship 

-,  whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  late  was  master,  against  the  said  ship,  her 


tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for 
their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages,  ciiil  and  maritime. 
And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  alleges  and  articulately  propounds  as  fol- 
lows,'* 

It  may  not  be  easy  to  devise  a  better  foim;  but  the  first  sentence 
of  this,  it  will  be  noticed,  is  imperfect.  It  asserts  nothing.  To 
render  it  significant,  it  requires  additional  words,  as  "  This  is  the 
libel,"  etc.;  or  a  more  extensive  modification,  as  thus:  *^A.  B.  of 

,  late  mariner  of  the  ship j  whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  late 

was  master,  exhibits  this  his  libel  and  complaint  agwist  the  said 
ship,"  etc  The  word  "thereupon,"  in  the  second  sentence,  seems 
also,  as  the  first  sentence  now  stands,  to  be  objectionable:  it  would 
be  more  exact  to  say  tiierein  or  tltereby. 

In  the  form  above  mentioned  of  a  libel  in  a  cause  of  damages 
given  in  Marriott's  Formulary,  the  address  and  introduction  are 
blended,  thus: 

**  In  the  name  of  God,  Amen.  Before  you  the-  Right  Worshipful  &t 
James  Marbioit,  knight,  doctor  of  law,  and  lieutenant  of  the  ffigh  Court 
of  Admiralty  of  England,  and  in  the  same  court  ofSoial  principal  and  com- 
missary general  and  special,  and  president  and  judge  thereofT  lawfully  don- 
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ttitoted,  your  surrogate  or  some  other  eompetetit  judge  iu  tiiia  behalf,  the  • 
proctor  ci  Hagfa*  Pickering,  owner  of  the  brigantine  or  vessel  (failed  the 
Venus,  against  the  ship  called  the  De  GHieiUick  Wilkonst^  whereof  Gaul  Paul 
Meesche  now  is  or  lately  was  master,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and 
against  the  said  Caul  Paul  Meesche,  intervening  for  his  interest  therein,  and 
also  against  all  and  every  other  person  or  persons  lawfully  intervening  or 
sppearitig  for  them,  in  judgment,  before  you  by  way  of  complaint,  and 
hereby  complaining  unto  you  in  this  behalf  doth  say,  allege,  and  in  law 
articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit(a).'^ 

The  sominary  petition  above  mentioned,  as  given  in,  Marriott's 
Formulary,  in  a  suit  in  personam  for  wages,  commences  as  follows: 

"On  — -  the day  of ,  —         ,  late  joiner,  carpenter  and 

mariner,  on  board  the  ship  or  vessel  called  the  *— ,  whereof  — »  was 
master,  against  the  said  master,  in  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages,  civil  and 

maritime.    On  which  day.  Blade  exhibited  as  proctor  for  the^d ,  auff ' 

made  himself  a  party  for  him ;  and  under  that  denominatlj|^,  and  by  all 
better  and  more  effectual  ways  and  means,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever  in  law,  that  may  be  most  beneficial  for  his  said  party,  did  say, 
allege,  and  in  law  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit(6}.'' 

0 

This  form,  it  will  be  observed,  is  without  any  address,  as  is,  also, 
that  given  by  Mr.  Chittt,  the  titie  of  which  is  above  ledted, 
The  introduction  is  as  follows: 

**  Tmc  Sua Ainr A,  A.  B.  nhotier. 

0.  D.  late  mariner  of  the  above  named  ship  Susanna, 
whereof  A.  B.  now  is  or  lately  was  the  owner  of  the 
said  ship(e),  in  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages,  civil 
and  maritime,  against  E.  F.  <rf  ■  ■  ■  ,  J  On  which 

day,  G.  H.((Q,  in  the  name  and  as  the  lawful  proctor  for  the  said  0.  D.,  and 

(a)  Marriott's  Formuhuy,  148.  (h)  lb.,  274. 

(c)  The  words  '<  of  the  said  ship,"  it  will  be  seen,  are  tautoIogicaL  The  same 
letters  are  used  also  to  designate  first  the  master,  and  next  the  owner.  In  short, 
the  thing  is  uninteDigible. 

(d)  In  the  original,  the  letters  E.  F.  are  here  used  as  the  initials  of  the  pioo* 
tor's  name,  obviously  by  mistake,  these  being  the  letters  already  used  as  the 

of  the  defendant's  name.    I  therefore  substitute  the  letters  Q.  H. 

61 
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under  that  denominatioii,  and  by  aU  better  and  more  effeetnal  wajs,  mem 
and  methods,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  [in]  the  law,  that  mi^t  be 
most  beneficial  to  his  said  party,  doth  say  and  allege,  and  in  law  articulatelj 
propound  as  follows*  to  wit.**  i 

After  thifi  rather  tedioas  review,  without  arrogating  any  right  to         j 
dictate,  and  with  no  loye  of  innovation,  I  suggest  the  following  as 
a  suitable  form  for  the  entire  introductory  part,  or  address  and  mirth 
ducdon  of  a  libel  in  the  Americati  courts  of  admiralty. 

a  1 

m  ADMIRALTY. 

'  To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  <^  ths  UniUd  Statti 

for  the  District  of . 

A.  B.  of , (a),  exhibits  this  his  libel,  against  the  ship  or  yesBel 

',  whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master,  her  boats,  tackle,  appsrd 


and  furniture  [or,  if  the  suit  be  in  personam^  against  C.  D.  of ,  now  or 

lately  master,  or  owner,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  ship ;  or,  if  die 

suit  be  in  rem  and  in  personam^  against  the  ship ,  her  boats,  tadde, 

apparel  and  furniture,  and  also  against  0.  D.  of ,  etc,  as  above],  in  s 

cause  of  contract  [or  of  subtraction  of  wages,  or  of  collision,  or  oi  damsge, 
or  of  salvage,  or  of  possession,  or,  etc,  as  the  case  may  be] ,  civil  and 
maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  libellant  doth  allege,  and  articulately 
propound  as  follows,  to  wit(&)." 

Ths  Nakrativb  or  Stating-part  or  thb  Libel. 

The  third  part  of  the  libel  corresponds  with  what  is  usaaDy  de- 
nominated the  premises  or  stating-part  of  a  bill  in  chancery,  and 
contains  a  narrative  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  libellanf  s 
case,  BO  as  clearly  to  show  the  wrong  or  grievance  of  which  he 
complains,  and  his  claim  to  redress  in  the  court  and  in  the  form  in 
which  it  is  sought.    It  may  be  said  in  general,  therefore,  as  of  the 

(a)  The  23d  of  the  new  Rules  requires  that  in  suits  inpersonan^  the  occops- 
tions  as  well  as  the  places  of  residence  of  the  parties  dhall  be  stated.  The  ^Irit 
of  the  rule  extends  also  to  the  libellant  in  a  suit  in  rem, 

(b)  This  is  substantially  the  form  of  the  address  and  introduction  of  a  bill  in 
chancery,  prescribed  by  the  20th  of  the  new  Rules  of  Practice  for  the  courts  of 
equity  of  the  United  States. 
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t  of  a  bill  in  equity,  that  iiuthis  part  of  the  libel 
3t  to  which  the  libellant  intends  to  oiSer  evidence 
M«3  distinctly  stated ;  for  otherwise  he  will  not  be  pemiitted 
to  ofhr  or  require  any  evidence  of  such  fact.  But  in  the  one  case 
as  in  the  other,  a  succinct  general  charge  or  statement  of  the  mat- 
ter of  fact  IB  sufficient,  provided  it  be  clear,  accurate,  and,  to  all 
necessary  and  convenient  extent,  certain,  as  to  the  essential  circum- 
stances of  time,  •  place,  manner,  and  other  incidents ;  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  charge  minutely  all  the  circumistances  which  may  con-" 
duce  to  prove  th6  general  charge ;  for  these  circumstances  are 
properly  matters  of  evidence,  which  need  not  be  charged  in  order 
to  let  them  in  as  proofi(a). 

The  twenty-third  of  the  new  Rules  contains  a  provision  applicable 
to  this  part  of  the  libel,  which  it  behooves  the  pleader  to  bear  in 
mind  In  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  English  High  Court 
of  Admiralty,  it  requires  that  *'  the  libel  shall  propound  and  articu- 
late in  distinct  articles  the  various  allegation  of  facts,  upon  which 
the  libellant  relies  in  support  of  his  suit,  so  that  the  defendant  may 
be  enabled  to  answer  distinctly  and  separately  the  several  matters 
contained  in  each  article." 

Matters  op  Dbtbkcs  and  Avoidakok. 

If  the  libellant  is  aware  of  any  matter  likely  to  be  insisted  upon 
by  the  defendant,  to  justify  or  excuse  his  non-compliance  with  the 
rigbt  or  chim  set  forth  in  the  libel,  the  libellant,  in  the  narrative 
part  of  th^  libel  may  properly,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the 
necessity  of  a  special  replication  or  amended  libel,  sometimes  very 
usefully,  as  in  the  charging  part  of  a  biU  in  equity(&),  set  forth 
any  other  matter  which  he  may  have  to  allege,  which  may  disprove 
or  avoid  the  supposed  defence  or  excuse. 

(a)  Story's  Eq.  Pleadings,  §§  28,  241. 

(b)  By  one  of  the  new  Rales  ftf  Pnctioe  for  the  oonrts  of  eqaity  of  the 
United  States,  it  is  ordered  that  "the  plaintiff  may,  in  the  narratiTe  or  wtating 
part  of  his  bill,  state  and  avoid,  by  oonnter-aTerments,  at  his  option,  any  matter 
or  thing  which  he  supposes  will  be  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant,  by  way  of 
ezcose  to  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff  for  relief.'^ 
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The  twenty-third  Rale  above  mentioned,  in  addition  to  otiier  re- 
qoirementsy  directs  that  the  libel  shall  conclude^with  a  prayer  of 
the  proper  process  to  enforce  the  rights  of  the  libellant,  and  for 
sach  relief  and  redress  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the 
premises.  The  fourth  part  of  the  libel,  therefore,  is  the  prayer  of 
process  ^  and  as  in  an  action  in  personam^  Hiere  are  several  forms  of 
process  which  the  libellant  is  pennitted  at  his  option  to  sue  out,  he 
is  bound,  and  indeed  is  by  the  second  rule  expressly  required,  in 
tiiii  form  of  action,  to  make  and  state  his  election  by  a  specific 
praya:  for  that  purpose. 

PlUTXBrOB   RXDRXSS. 

LasUy,  tiie  libel  contains  a  prayer  that  the  court  will  pronounce 
for  the  debt,  damages  or  compensation  claimed,  with  costs. 

IllTXBROOATOBISS. 

The  above  mentioned  rule  also  [^povides  that  *^  the  libdlant  may 
further  require  the  defendant  to  answer  on  oath  all  interrogatories 
propounded  by  him  touching  all  and  singular  the  allegations  in  the 
Ubel,  at  the  close  or  conclusion  thereof;*'  and  the  27tfa  Rule 
also  directs  that  the  defendant,  in  addition  to  answering  explicitly 
all  the  several  articles  and  allegations  of  the  libel,  ^^shaDL  also  an- 
swer in4ike  manner  each  interrogatory  propounded  at  the  close  of 
the  Ubel."  This  rule  applies,  in  terms,  as  well  to  suits  in  rem  as  to 
suits  in  personam;  but  in  a  suit  m  rem^  no  person  can  properly  be 
called  a  ^*  defendant"  excq>t  one  who  has  appeared  and  been  admit- 
ted as  claimant,  and  in  Hiat  character  undertaken  to  contest  the 
suit.  Unless,  therrfore,  the  master  or  owner  of  the  ship  chooses 
thus  to  appear,  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  this 
rule  to  authorize  coercive  proceedings  against  him  for  the  purpose 
of  compelling  him  to  answer  either  the  libel  or  interrogatories:  nor, 
am  I  aware  &at  it  anjrwhere  appears  to  be  otherwise  by  the  gene- 
ral principles  of  admiralty  procedure  (of  which  this  rule  is  but 
declaratory)  governing  such  cases.    It  is  otherwise  in  suits  inperso- 
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nam;  and  if|  in  a  sait«iirem»  the  libellant  deedrasto  obtain  the  per- 
sonal answer  of  the  master,  but  fears  that  he  may  not  appear,  he 
may  in  some  cases  attain  this  end  by  joining  the  master  as  defen- 
dant. The  necesHty  of  special  int^rogatories,  however,  is  not 
likely  very  ottea  to  arise. 

SOHBDULBS  Am)  WBTmrGS  ASJSZXXD  TO  TBI  LiBBL. 

When  the  libellant's  demand  consists  of  matters  of  account,  or  is 
composed  of  several  items,  as  generally  happens  in  sSuits  by  matirial- 
men,  for  example,  it  is  usual,  and  highly  expedient,  to  annex  to 
the  libel  a  schedule  containing  an  exact  statement  of  the  seveU 
charges  on  which  the  action  is  founded,  including  credits  for  partial 
payments  or  advances,  if  any,  and  showiog  the  exact  balance  claimed. 
This  IB  always  done  in  suits  for  mariners'  wages.  The  schedule  ought 
to  be  distinctly  referred  to,  and  its  truth  asserted  in  the  libel ;  and 
when  this  is  done,  if  the  libel  shall  be  allowed  to  be  taken  pro  conr' 
fessOf  and  the  case  is  apparently  free  from  just  suspicion,  the  court- 
may  be  warranted  in  pronomuiing  for  the  balance  claimed,  without 
proof  aliunde.  It »  usual,  also,  if  not  indeed  absolutely  necessaiy, 
when  the  suit  is  founded  upon  a  written  instrument,  as  a  charter- 
party,  or  a  bottomry  or  respondentia  bond,  or  other  express  hypothe- 
cation, to  annex  to  the  libel  a  true  copy  of  such  instrument. 

Having  completed  this  brief  survey  of  the  several  parts  of  the 
libel,  it  remaios,  for  the  convenience  of  the  inexperienced  practi- 
tioner, to  give  a  few  precedents,  in  which  they  shall  be  exhibited  in 
union. 
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LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  FOR  LABOR,  MATERIALS  OR  SUPPLIES 
FURNISHED,  IN  REPAIRING,  FITTING  OUT,  OR  FURNISHING  A 
FOREIGN  MARITPiE  VESSEL. 

DISTRICT  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA. 

D18TR10T  OF  — ^ : — 
IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of . 

A»  B.,  of , [Here  state  the  libellant*B  place  of  residence, 

and  also  his  occupation,  as  shipwright,  ship-chandler,  sail-maker,  rope- 
maker,  blacksmith,  merchant,  etc^  as  {he  case  may  be],  exhibits  this  his 
libel  against  the  ship  Helen  (whereof  C.  D.  is  or  lately  was  master),  now 

lying  at  the  port  of ,  in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  adltai- 

ralty  and  maritime  jurisdictiQn  of  this  honorable  court»  h6r^boatB(a)« 
tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening 
for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  contract,  civil  and  maritime.  And 
thereupen.the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows, 
to  wit: 

First.  That  the  said  ship  Helen  was,  at  the  time  when  the  repairs  [or 
supplies]  hereinafter  mentioned  were  made  [or  furnished],  a  foreign  yesBel, 
owned  by  some  person  or  persons  not  residing  in  the  State  of  [here  itasert 
the  name  of  the  state  in  which  the  services  were  rendered,  or  materials 
or  necessaries  supplied],  and  who  are  to  the  libellant  unknown  [or,  if  the 
owner  and  his  residence  are  known,  state  his  name  and  residence],  and  is  of 
the  burthen  of  about tons. 

Second.  That  on  or  about  the  "  day  of  ,  the  said  ship,  then 

lying  at  the  port  of  ,  in  the  State  of  [the  state  in  which  the  services 

were  rendered,  or  the  materials  or  supplies  furnished],  and  within  the 

(a)  The  Bth  of  the  new  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice  oontsina  the  formula, 
^  tackle,'^  tfoiZf,  apparel,  furniture,  boatSf  and  other  appurtenances.  But  I  have 
met  wiCh  no  authority,  and  know  of  no  reason  for  considering  so  prolix  a  descrip- 
tion necessary.  A  judicial  doubt  has,  however,  been  expressed,  whether  hoots 
can  properly  be  considered  as  comprised  within  the  usual  formula,  *^  tackle^  ^W^ 
rel  and  fomitnre;"  and  it  i^pears  that  in  the  English  vioe-adnuralty  courts  in 
the  West  Indies,  at  least,  boats  are  expressly  named.  I  have,  therefore,  deemed 
H  expedient  to  imitate  this  example. 
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admihdty  and  maritime  larisdiction  of  the  TTnited  Stai;e8(a)9  the  aaid 
O.  D.,  master  of  the  said  ahip  Helen,  represented  to  the  libellant  that 
the  said  ship  stood  in  need  of  the  repairs  [or  supplies]  hereinafter 
mentioned,  in  order  to  render  her  seaworthy  and  competent  to  proceed 
to  sea  on  her  intended  voyage,  and  requested  the  libellant  'to  make  such 
repairs  [or  famish  such  supplies];  and  that  the  libellant,  in  pursuance 
of  such  representation  and  request,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  last 
above  mentioned,  undertook  to  repair  and  did  repair  [or  to '  furnish 
supplies  for,  and  did  supply]  the  said  ship,  by  remoying  from  her  hull  several 
courses  of  worn  and  decayed  plank,  and  replacing^  them  by  new  plank; 
making  and  hanging  a  new  rudder ;  putting  a  new  fluke  on  her  sheet  anchor ; 
calking  her  upper  seams ;  mending  her  sails  and  rigging  [etc.,  as  the  case 
may  be ;  or,  by  furnishing,  for  the  use  of  the  said  ship,  one  new  chain  cable, 
one  long  boat,  four  spars,  one  topsail,  a  large  quantity  of  provisions,  con- 
sisting of  ship  bread,  vegetables,  pork  and  other  ship  stores,  etc.,  as  the  case 
may  be] ;  which  repairs  [or  supplies]  and  the  value  thereof  are  truly  and 
more  particularly  stated  and  described  in  the  schedule  or  account  hereunto 
annexed,  and  which  amount  in  the  whole  to dollars  and  — ^— ^  cents. 

Third*  That  the  said  repairs  [or  supplies]  were  so  made  [or  furnished] 
by  the  libellant,  on  the  credit  of  the  said  ship,  as  well  as  of  the  owners  and 
the  said  master  thereof;  and  were  suitable,  proper  and  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  said  ship  to  proceed  to  sea  with  safety. 

Fourth.  That  the  aforesaid  sum  of dollars  and  ■  cents  still 

remains  wholly  unpaid  and  due  to  the  libellant  [or,  if  a  part  has  been  paid, 
add,  except  the  sum  of  ,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  or  account  here- 

unto annexed],  although  the  libellant  has  often  requested  the  said  C.  D., 
the  aforesaid  master  of  the  said  ship,  to  pay  the  fame. 

Fifth,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  process  in  due  form  of  law(5)  may 
issue  against  the  said  ship  Helen,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture; 

(a)  This  allegation  is  usual,  but  in  oases  of  contract,  is  not  supposed  to  be 
oeoessaiy  in  the  American  courts,  the  jurisdiction  depending,  not  upon  the  partio- 
vlar  place  where  the  vessel  lu^pened  to  be  when  the  contract  was  entered  into 
or  performed,  but  upon  the  chai«cter  and  proper  use  of  the  vessel  Thus,  if  a 
vessel  adapted  to  maritime  navigation,  and  usoally  employed  in  that  tiQJIness, 
should  obtun  necessary  repairs  or  supplies  while  lying  in  some  inland  cove  or 
creek  not  within  the  admiralty  jurisdicton,  the  case,  it  is  presumed,  would  still  be 
within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction. 

(Jb)  There  being  but  one  form  of  process  adapted  to  a  suit  in  rem,  riz.,  a  wai^ 
rant  of  arrest  against  the  vessel,  etc,  which  contains  also  a  command  to  the 
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and  tliAt  this  honorable  oouri  will  ytonoimoe  lor  his  afonaaid  demandf  and 
decree  the  same  to  be  paid  with  costs ;  and  for  auch  other  and  finlher  rdirf 
and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may  I4>pertain^  and  aa  the  ooart  is  com- 
petent to  giTC  in  the  premi8es(a).  [And  if  the  libellant  sees  &  to  pnt  inter- 
rogatories, then  add :  And  farther,  that  the  said  0.  D.,  or  other  person  <r 
persons  interrening  for  his  or  their  interest,  may  be  required  to  answer  the         ^ 

interrogatories  herennto  annexed.] 

(Signed)  A.  B.,  LibellamL 

Q.  H.,  Proctor. 

On  the  —  day  of  ,  iqppeared  personally  ^ 

A.  B.,  the  abo?e  named  libellant,  and  was  sworn  > 
to  the  truth  of  the  foregoing  libel.  ) 

Before  me  J.  EL»  Clerk  [or  Commietionerl. 

lNTXUtOOA.TOBnS  BSRBBXD  TO  IH  TBI  VORBOOIHO  LiBEKi. 

1.  . 

2. ,  etc. 

ScHsnuuB  OB  Aooouirr  rsfbbrsd  to  nr  ths  vobxgoing  Libbl. 
feet  of  ship  plank      .-.---. 

Of  which  there  has  been  paid  to  the  libellant  the  sum  of  S- 


I  II. 

UBEL  BY  A  MATERIAL-MAN,  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM  AGAINST 

THE  MASTER  OR  OWNER. 
IN  ADMIRALTY, 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 

States  for  the  District  of w 

A.  B.  of         ,         ,  exhibits  this  his  Libel,  against  C.  D.,  now  or  lately 
master  of  the  ship  Helen  [or  against  L.  M.,  owner  of  the  ship  Helen,  whereof 

marshal  to  dte  and  admonish  all  persons  having  the  requisite  interest  to  appear 
and  answer  the  libellant,  it  is  unnecessary,  in  the  prayer  of  process,  to  specify  its 
form. 

(a)  This  general  prayer,  it  is  supposed,  supeniedes  the  necessity  of  a  spedfte 
prayer  for  a  decree  that  the  yessel  be  8ol<^  if  necessary,  to  pay  the  sum  awarded. 
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C.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master],  in  ft  cause  of  contract,  civil  and  mari- 
time. And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and'  articulately  propound 
as  follows,  to  wit: 

First  That  on  or  a^ut  the day  of y  the  said  ship  Helen,  then 

lying  at  the  port  of ,  and  being  a  maritime  vessel,  employed  in  navi- 
gating the  high  seas,  and  waters  within  the  flux  and  reflux  thereof,  he  the  said 
libellant,  at  the  request  of  the  said  C.  D.,  he  the  said  C.  D.  then  being  mas- 
ter of  the  said  ship,  then  and  there  undertook  to  repair  and  did  repair  [or, 
to  furnish  supplies  for,  and  did  supply]  the  said  ship  by  removing  [etc., 
as  in  the  second  article  of  the  last  precedent,  to  the  end  thereof]. 

Second.  That  the  aforesaid  sum  of dollars  and cents  still  remains 

wholly  unpaid  and  due  to  the  libellant  [or,  if  part  has  been  paid,  add, 
except  the  sum  of ,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  or  account  hereunto  sub- 
joined], although  the  libellant  has  often  requested  as  well  the  said  L.  M., 
owner  as  aforesaid,  as  the  said  G.  D.,  master  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  ship, 
to  pay  the  same. 

Third.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  a  warrant  in  due  form  of  law  may 
issue  to  the  marshal  of  the  district  aforesaid,  commanding  him  to  arrest  the 
said  G.  D  [or  L.  M.],  and  to  have  him  forthcoming  before  this  honorable 

court  on  the day  of ,  or  on  such  other  day,  to  be  inserted  in  the 

said  warrant,  as  the  court  shall  direct,  then  and  there  to  answer  the  libel- 
lant in  the  premises  [or,  if  it  is  desired  that  the  warrant  shaU  contain  a 
clause  of  attachment  against  the  goods  and  chattels,  credits  and  effects  of 
the  defendant,  then  add :  and  further  commanding  the  aforesaid  marshal,  if 
the  said  C.  D.  (or  L.  M.)  shall  not  be  found  within  the  district  aforesaid,  to 
attach  the  goods  and  chattels,  and^  for  want  thereof,  the  credits  and  effects 

of  the  said  C.  D.  (or  L.  M.)  in  the  hands  of  E.  F.  of ,  merchant ;  or,  if 

the  libellant  sees  fit  to  sue  out  a  simple  monition,  instead  of  a  warrant  Oi 
arrest,  then  the  form  of  the  prayer  will  be :  Wherefore  the  libellant  prays 
that  process  of  monition  may  issue  to  the  marshal  of  the  district  aforesaid, 
commanding  him  to  cite  and  admonish  the  said  C.  D.  (or  L.  M.)  to  appear 

before  this  honorable  court  on  the day  of ,  or  on  such  other  day,  to 

be  inserted  in  the  said  monition,  as  the  court  shall  direct,  then  and  there  to 
to  answer  the  libellant  in  the  premises],  according  to  the^course  of  courts  of 
admiralty,  and  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  honorable  court  in  civil  causes  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction ;  and  that  this  honorable  court  will  pro- 
nounce for  the  Hbellant's  aforesaid  demand  against  the  said  C.  D.  (or  L.  M.), 
and  decree  the  same  to  be  paid  with  costs,  and  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  appertain,  and  as  the  court  is  com- 

62 
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potent  to  gire  in  the  piemiaeB  [and  if  a  prayer  to  goch  effeet  is  deemed  expe- 
dient^ then  add:  and fnrther,  that  the  said  C.  D.  (orL.  M.)  mmj  be  reqnixed 
to  answer  the  interrogatories  hereto  subjoined.    See  the  last  pirecedent]. 

(Signed)    A.  B^  ZOdltmL 
G.  BL,  Proctor. 

On  the day  of ,  appeared  personally  ^ 

A^  B.,  the  abore  named  libellant,  and  was  > 
sworn  to  the  truth  of  the  foregoing  libeL      ) 

Before  me,  J,  E^  Clerk  [or  OomnUitionier'], 

« 

ScHEDULX  OB  AcoouHT  {See  the  last  Precedent). 


H 


in. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REJd,  BY  A  MATERIAL-MAN,  UNDER  THB 
ACT  OF  FEB.  26, 1845,  «  EXTENDING  THE  JURISDICTION  OF  THB 
DISTRICT  COURTS  TO  CERTAIN  CASES  UPON  THE  LAKES  AND 
NAVIGABLE  WATERS  CONNECTING  THE  SAME » 


IN  ADMIRALTY, 


To  the  Judge  of  the  Dietriet  Court  of  the 
Stateefor  the  Dietriet  of 


A.  B.  of , ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  steamboat(a)  Juno 

(whereof  C.  D.  is  or  lately  was  master),  her  engine  and  machinery(6),  boats 
tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening 
for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  contract,  civil  and  maritime.  And 
thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows^  to 
wit: 

(a)  This  is  the  appella^on  by  which  vessels  propelled  by  steam  are  usually  de- 
signated in  this  country,  and  it  is  used  in  the  acts  of  Congress  relative  to  sudi 
vessels.  In  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty^  the  shorter  and  better  appellation 
BUamerSA  used. 

(5)  The  addition  of  the  words  "  engine  and  machinery"  to  the  usual  formula, 
in  a  prooeeding  against  a  steamer,  are  not  supposed  to  be  necessary ;  but  as  the 
practice  of  using  them  prevails,  to  some  extent,  at  least,  in  our  courts,  the  author 
deems  it  expedient  not  to  omit  them. 


t  I 


PRECEDENTS— LffiELS.  491 

« 

Firsts  That  the  aaid  steamboat  Junoi  now  lying  at ,  in  the  district 

aforesaid,  is  a  vessel  of  about tons  burthen  [or,  indifferently,  of  more 

than  twenty  tons  burthen],  and,  at  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  here- 
inafter stated  and  set  forth  arose,  was  enrolled  and  licensed  for  the  coasting 
tradcy  and  was  employed  in  the  business  of  commerce  and  navigation  be- 
tween ports  and  places  in  different  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States,  upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters  connecting  the  said  lake8(a). 

Second.  That  on  or  about  the  — ^  day  of ,  while  the  said  steamboat 

Juno  was  lying  at in  the  district  aforesaid,  the  said  G.  D.,  master  as 

aforesaid,  represented  to  the  libellant  that  the  said  steamboat  stood  in  need 
of  the  repairs  [or  supplies]  hereinafter  mentioned,  in  order  to  render  her 
seaworthy  and  competent  to  proceed  on  her  intended  voyage,  and  requested 
the  libeUant  to  make  such  repairs  [or  furnish  such  supplies]  ;  and  that  the 
libellant,  in  pursuance  of  such  representation  and  request,  on  the  day  and  at 
the  place  last  above  mentioned,  undertook  to  repair,  and  did  repair  [or  to 
furnish  supplies  for,  and  did  supply]  the  said  steamboat,  by  [here  enumerate 
the  repairs  made  or  supplies  furnished];  which  repairs  [or  supplies],  and 
the  value  thereof*  are  truly  and  more  particularly  stated  and  described  in 
the  schedule  or  account  hereunto  annexed,  and  which  amount  in  the  whole 
to dollars  and cents. 

Third,  That  the  said  repairs  [or  supplies]  were  so  made  [or  furnished] 
by  the  libeUant  on  the  credit  of  the  said  steamboat,  as  well  as  of  the  owners 
and  the  said  master  thereof;  and  were  suitable,  proper  and  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  said  steamboat  to  depart  with  safety. 

Fourth,  That  the  aforesaid  sum  of dollars  and cents  still 

remains  wholly  unpud  and  due  to  the  libellant  [or,  if  a  part  has  been  paid, 
then  add,  except  the  sum  of ,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  or  account  here- 
unto annexed],  although  the  libellant  has  often  requested  the  said  C.  D.,  the 
aforesaid  master  of  the  said  steamboat,  to  pay  the  same. 

F%fth,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent,  substituting  \^  steamboat  Juno** 
for  ^'ship  Helen,''  to  the  end]. 

To  frame  a  libel  in  personam  against  the  master  or  oumert  under 
the  act  of  February  26,  1846,  the  pleader  will  find  the  last  two  pre- 
cedents a  sufficient  guide. 


(a)  These  allegations,  it  will  be  observed^  are  neoesaary  to  bring  the  cue 
within  the  act 


492  APPENDIX. 


IV. 

UBEL  BT  A  MATSRIAL-MAK  OR  SHIPWRIGHT,  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM, 
FOR  MATERIALS  FURNISHED  OR  LABOR  BESTOWED  IN  THE 
BUILDING  OF  A  SHIP  IN  A  PORT  OF  THE  STATE  IN  WHICH  THE 
OWNER  RESIDES,  AND  WHERE  A  UEN  IS  CONFERRED  BY  THE 
LOCAL  LAW. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  Dietriet  Qmrt  of  the    UnUed 
States  for  the  Dietriet  of 

A.  B.  of  -—9 ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  in  a  cause  of  contract,  cxtII 

and  maritime,  against  the  ship  or  Tessel  Minerva,  whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or 
lately  was  master  [or,  if  the  ship  has  not  yet  received  a  nune  and  no  master 
has  been  appointed,  then  describe  her  as  a  new  ship,  to  which,  to  the 
knowledge  or  belief  of  the  libellant,  no  name  has  yet  been  given],  now  lying 

at y  in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 

jurisdiction  of  this  honorable  court  And  thereupon  the  libellant  dotli 
allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

MreL  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  at j  in  the  State  of 

— — ,  a  contract  was  entered  into  between  K  F.,  of ,  and  the  libellant, 

whereby  the  libellant  agreed  to  furnish  materials  for  [or  to  build]  a  ship  for 
him  the  said  B.  F.,  and  the  said  £•  F.  agreed  to  pay  to  the  libellant  therefor 

the  sum  of ;  that  the  libellant  thereupon  then  and  there  entered  upon 

the  execution  of  the  said  contract  on  his  part,  and,  in  pursuance  thereof^  did 
furnish  the  materials  for  [  or  build]  for  the  said  K  F.  the  said  ship  Minerva 
[or  the  New  Ship]  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  libel  mentioned,  and 
completed  the  said  agreement  on  his  part  [or  finished  the  said  ship]  on  or 
about  the day  of . 

Second,  That  the  said  ship  is  a  maritime  vessel  of  about  ■         tons  bur- 
then, employed  [or  designed  to  be  employed]  in  the  business  of  navigation  / 
and  commerce  on  the  high  seas,  and  on  waters  within  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  State8(a). 

(a)  It  is  a  rule  of  pleading,  as  the  learned  reader  is  aware,  that  in  an  actkm 
founded  upon  a  statute,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  state  eveiy  fact  necessary  to 
inform  the  court  that  bis  esse  is  within  the  statute.  In  a  suit  in  the  admiral^, 
brought  to  enforce  a  lien  conferred  by  a  state  law,  therefore,  it  is  not  only  neces- 
sary to  assert  all  the  condQtions  on  which  the  attachment  of  the  lien  depends,  but 
it  may  moreover  be  necessary,  and  certainly  is  advisable,  also  to  negative  the 
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Third.  That  in  undertaldDg  to  furniah  the  materials  for  [or  to  build]  the 
said  ship,  the  libellant  relied  as  well  upon  the  credit  of  the  said  ship  and 
the  lien  thereupon  which  would  accrue  to  him  for  the  materials  and  labor 
to  be  bj  him  so  furnished,  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  siud  State  of  , 

as  upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  said  £.  F(a). 

prescribed  conditions  on  which  it  is  to  cease.  Tbus  a  statute  of  the  State  of 
New-Tork  pves  a  lien  for  any  debt  of  not  less  than  fifty  dollars,  contracted  on 
account  of  labor  performed,  or  materials  or  supplies  furnished  for  or  towards  the 
building,  repair  or  outfit  of  vessels ;  but  the  act  also  declares  that,  in  case  the 
vessel  departs  firom  the  port  where  the  debt  was  contracted  to  some  other  port 
in  the  State,  the  lien  shall  cease  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  dayv  thereafter ;  and 
in  case  of  her  departure  from  the  state,  shall  cease  immediately. 

It  is  true  that,  according  to  another  rule  of  pleading,  matter  which  goes  to 
defeat  the  action  need  not  be  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  but  may  be  left  to  be  brought 
forward,  if  the  defendant  sees  fit,  by  way  of  defence ;  and  there  may  be  ground 
for  contending  that  the  restrictions,  prescribed  with  respect  to  the  lien  ^ven  by 
this  act,  are  of  this  tiature.  But  the  safer  course,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien 
accruing  in  virtue  of  the  New-York  statute,  undoubtedly  would  be  to  subjoin  to 
the  second  article,  as  it  now  stands  in  the  text,  an  allegation  to  the  following 

m 

effect :  And  that  the  said  ehip  has  at  no  titne  departed  from  the  aforesaid  port 

of [or,  the  said  ship  has  at  no  time  departed  from  the  State  of  New-York^ 

and  that  twelve  days  have  not  yet  elapsed  since  she  first  departed  from  the  afore' 
said  port  of ], 

(a)  When,  as  is  likely  to  be  generally  the  case,  the  action  is  brought  in  a 
district  comprising  the  state,  or  a  part  of  it,  by  the  laws  of  which  the  lien  to  be 
enforced  is  given,  a  simple  reference  to  such  laws,  in  the  form  given  in  the  text, 
is  supposed  to  be  sufficient.  But  if  an  action  may,  in  any  case,  be  maintained  in 
virtue  of  a  lien  given  by  the  laws  of  one  state,  in  a  district  court  sitting  in 
another  state,  in  such  case  it  may  be  necessary  expressly  to  aver  that  a  lien  is 
given  by  the  local  law,  and  to  recite  the  act  conferring  it;  the  states,  as  political 
communities,  being  foreign  with  respect  to  each  other,  except  so  fkr  as  it  is 
otherwise  provided  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The  form  of  the 
allegation  and  recital  may  be  as  follows:  That  the  libellant  is  advised  and 
believes,  and  therefore  alleges,  that  he  has  a  lien  upon  the  said  ship,  for  the 
materialB  and  labor  so  furnished  by  him  as  aforesaid,  in  virtue  of  an  act  of  the 

legislature  of  the  said  state  of  — ^  entitled  '<  An  act,"  etc,  passed  on  the 

day  of ,  Anno  Domini ;  which  said  act,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  perti- 
nent to  this  acticm,  is  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say :  Be  it  enacted,. etc. 

Whether  in  reality  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  extends  to  a  lien  created  by  the 
law  of  another  state,  provided  it  is  not,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  law,  declared 
to  be  lost  by  the  departure  of  the  vessel  firom  such  state,  is  an  undecided  question. 
The  exercise  of  such  a  jurisdiction  would  be  highly  inconvenient,  and  would  be 
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Fourth,  Tliat  the  said  ram  of  *—  stiD  remiins  wholly  unpaid  and  due 
to  the  libdiant  [or,  if  a  part  has  been  paid,  thai  add:  except  the  Bain  of 

^  which  was  paid  on  the         ■  day  of ^  leaving  a  balance  of 

still  due  to  the  libellant],  although  he  has  often  reqnested  the  said  £.  F.  to 
pay  the  same.  • 

Fifth.  That  all  and  singolar  the  premises  are  tme. 

[The  prayer  of  process,  relief  and  redreas,  etc.,  etc.,  the  same  as 
in  the  first  precedent,  except  Hie  schedule.] 

When  the  suit  is  far  maieriab  Jitmished  or  labor  performed  towards 
the  buildings  or  for  the  repair  of  a  vend;  or  for  sigppliei  Jitmithed  in 
fitting  out  a  vessel;  the  foregoing  precedents,  it  is  hoped,  will  afford 
the  pleader  a  sufficient  guide. 


likely  moreorer  to  lead  to  mistakes  and  iDJustioe,  on  aocoont  of  the  difficulty  of 
ascertaining  with  certainty  all  the  proTisions  of  the  local  laws,  and  thm  con- 
stmctions  by  the  local  tribunals.  State  laws  of  this  description  are  mere  munici« 
pal  regulations,  looking  to  the  security  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  through  tlie 
instrumentality  of  its  own  tribunals,  and  (so  fiff  asl  am  acquainted  with  than) 
prescribing  the  mode  in  which  the  remedy  is  to  be  enforced.  To  hold  that  a 
shipwright  or  material-man,  possessing  a  lien  thus  acquired,  may,  also,  at  bis 
election,  institute  an  admiralty  suit  in  the  same  state,  may  not  be  very  un- 
reasonable or  otherwise  objectionable.  But  to  whichever  form  of  remedy  he 
may  resort,  it  is  to  the  state  law  alone  that  recourse  must  be  had  to  ascertain 
the  nature  of  the  lien ;  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  at  least  questionable  whether 
such  a  lien  can  properly  be  considered  as  subsisting  when  the  Tessel  is  absent 
from  the  state,  by  the  laws  of  which  it  is  conferred,  even  though  the  law  itself 
is  silent  with  respect  to  its  continuance. 

These  observations  will  readily  be  understood  to  relate  especially  to  liens  giren 
by  the  stattUe  law  of  the  state.  There  may  be  ground  for  a  distinction  in  this 
respect,  between  such  a  lien,  and  that  giren  by  the  common  law  to  the  shipwright 
idiile  in  actual  possession  of  the  ressel  on  which  his  labor  has  been  bestowed ; 
as  where  a  vessel,  having  been  built  in  one  state,  is  carried  by  the  shipwright 
or  his  agent  for  delivery  in  another  state,  where  he  may  .see  reason  for  desiring 
to  enforce  his  lien.  But  statutes  are  to  be  interpreted  and  ^plied  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  legiriature ;  and  to  give  to  a  statute  of  the  kind  in  question 
an  extra-territorial  application,  would  certainly  be  to  transcend  its  real  dengn. 
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V. 

LIBEL  BY  A  MATEIUAL-MAN,  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM  AGAINST  THE 

SHIP  AND  FREIGHT. 

[The  remedy  of  the  material-maii  against  the  ship,  as  likewise  in 
general  that  of  other  lien-holders,  extends  also,  as  we  have  seen,  to 
the  freight  which  has  been  earned  by  the  ship,  but  has  not  yet  been 
paid  by  the  owner  or  consignee  of  the  cargo;  or  which,  having 
been  paid  to  the  master,  still  remains  in  his  hands.  And  in  relation 
to  sach  cases,  the  38th  Hiile  provides  that  '^In  cases  of  mariners' 
wages,  or  bottomry  or  salvage,  or  other  proceedings  in  rem,  where 
freight  or  other  proceeds  of  property  are  attached  to  (»r  are  bomid 
by  the  suit,  which  are  in  the  hands  or  possession  of  any  person,  the 
court  may,  upon  due  application  by  petition  of  the  party  interested, 
requife  the  party  charged  with  possession  thereof  to  appear,  and 
show  cause  why  the  same  should  not  be  brotght  into  court  to 
answer  the  exigency  of  the  suit,"  etc.  This  rule  furnishes  no  guide 
for  the  structure  of  that  part  of  the  libel  which  relates  to  the  freight, 
and  I  have  not  met  with  any  precedent  of  such  a  libel.  It  is  pre- 
sumed, however,  that  the  suit  ought  to  be  described  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  libel  to  be  against  the  ship  and  freight,  and  to 
name  the  person  from  whom  the  freight  is  due,  or  in  whose  hands 
it  may  be.  The  libel,  it  is  supposed,  also,  ought  to  pray  process  of 
auachmeru  against  the  freight,  as  well  as  of  monition  to  the  person 
named,  to  show  cause  why  the  freight  should  not  be  applied  to  the 
satJs&ction  of  the  libellant's  demand. 

The  rule  above  cited,  it  will  be  seen,  speaks  of  an  order  requiring 
the  freight  to  be  paid  into  court,  to  be  granted  <<upon  due  applica- 
tion by  petitian.^^  This  language  may  seem  to  infer  the  necessity,  in 
all  cases,  of  a  separate  and  distinct  petition  for  this  purpose.  But . 
the  design  of  the  rule  doubtless  was  to  confer,  or  rather  to  recognize 
this  right  as  one  which  might  be  exercised  at  any  time  during  the 
pendency  of  the  suit;  and  if  some  reason  for  its  exercise  should 
appear  in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  which  did  not  exist,  or  was 
unknown,  at  its  commencement,  a. petition  would,  of  course,  be 
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neoeasary.    But  where  the  reason  enstSf  and  is  known  in  He 
beginning,  it  is  presumed  that  the  ** petition'^ may  properly  be  em- 
bodied in  the  prayer  of  the  libel,  and  the  necessary  moniticHi  be 
prayed  finr  and  incorporated  in  the  original  process. 
The  following  precedent  is  drawn  according  to  these  views.] 

nr  ADMmALTT. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  DUtrict  Ckmrt  cf  ike  United  Sieiet 
for  the  Dietriet  qf , 

A.  B.  of 9 f  exhibits  this  his  libel,  against  the  ship   or  Tend 

Venus,  whereof  G.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master,  her  boats,  tackle, 
apparel  and  fdmitiire,  and  also  against  the  freight  earned  by  the  said  ship 

and  due  from  £.  F.  of [here  state  the  residence  and  occupation  of  the 

person  from  whom  the  freight  is  due.  If  the  freight  has  been  paid  to  the 
master,  then  the  form  will  be,  and  also  sgainst  the  freight  earned  by  the 
said  ship,  and  now  in  the  hands  of  the  said  C.  D.,  master  as  aforesaidj,  sad 
against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  caose 
of  contract,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A«  B.  doth  all^gs 
and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

First,  [The  same  as  in  the  first  precedent] 

Second,  [The  same  as  in  the  first  precedent] 

Third  That  the  said  repairs  [or  supplies]  were  so  made  [or  furnished]  by 
the  libelhmt,  on  the  credit  of  the  said  ship  and  her  earnings,  as  well  as  of 
the  owners  and  the  said  master  thereof;  and  were  suitable,  proper  and 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  said  ship  to  proceed  to  sea  with 
safety. 

Fourth.  [The  same  as  in  the  first  precedent] 

Fifth,  That  aU  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  process  in  due  form  of  law  may  issae 
against  the  said  ship  Venus,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and 
also  against  the  said  freight  earned  by  the  said  ship ;  and  that  in  and  by 
the  said  process,  the  marshal  or  his  deputy  whosoever  may  be  commanded 
to  dte  and  admonish  the  aforesaid  £.  F.  [or  C.  D.  master  as  aforesaid]  to 
appear  before  this  honorable  court,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  in  the  said 
process  for  that  purpose  to  be  inserted,  to  show  cause,  if  any  he  has,  why 
the  said  freight  should  not  be  paid  to  the  libellant  to  satisfy  his  aforesaid 
demand  [and  if  it  is  desired  to  have  the  freight  paid  into  court,  then  add : 
and  also  to  show  cause,  if  any  he  has,  why  the  freight  so  due  from  him  the 
said  E.  F.,  or  in  the  hande  of  him'the  eaid  0.  D,t  should  not  be  forthwith 
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paid  into  the  registry  of  the  court,  there  to  remain  subject  to  the  further 
order  of  the  court]  ;  awl  that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  the 
aforesaid  demand  of  the  libellant,  and  decree  the  same  to  be  paid,  with 
costs,  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and 
justice  may  appertain,  and  as  this  court  is  competent  to  giye  in  tho  premises 
[and  if  the  libellant  sees  fit  to  propound  interrogatories,  then  add :  And 
further  that  the  said  C.  D.,  or  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  or  other  person  or 
persons  intervening  for  his  or  their  interest,  lAay  be  required  to  answer  the 
interrogatories  hereunto  subjoined].     (Signed)  [&c.  as  in  the  first  precedent]. 


VI. 
LIBEL  IN  A  SmT  IN  REM,  BY  A  MARINER,  FOR  WAGES(a). 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  Statee 

for  the  District  of . 

A.  B.,  of ,  late  mariner  on  board  the  ship  or  vessel  Frances,  now 

lying  at  the  port  of ,  in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty 

and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable  court,  exhibits  this  his  libel 
against  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  whereof  0.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master, 
her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  nil  persons  lawfully 
intervening  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages,  civil 

(a)  The  preliminary  Summons  and  Certificate  may  be  as  follows : 
UNITED  STATES  OP  AMERICA, 

DiSTBICT  OF  .     ■  ,  88, 

To  C.  b.,  Master  of  the  Ship  [or  brig,  or  steamboat, 

etc.,  as  the  case  may  he]  caUed  the . 

You  are  hereby  summoned  to  appear  before  me,  R.  S.,  Judge  of  the  United 

States  for  the  District  of ~  [or,  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of 

',  or,  a  commissioner  to  take  acknowledgments  of  bail,  affidavits  and  depo- 
sitions, etc],  at  my  office,  No. — , street,  in  the  city  of [or  as  the  case 

may  be],  on tiie day  of ,  at  —  o'clock  In  the >*  noon,  to  show 

cause,  iS  any  you  have,  why  admiralty  process  should  not  issue  out  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  aforesaid,  against  the  above  nsmed 
ship  [or  etc.  as  the  case  may  be],  whereof  you  are  master,  her  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture,  to  answer  the  demand  of  A.  BL,  late  a  mariner  on  board  the  said 
ship  [or  etc.],  for  his  wages  as  such  mariner,  earned  on  her  voyage  from  the 

63 
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and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  aiticiilatdy 
propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

Fint.  That  on  or  about  the day  of  — ,  A.  D. ,  the  said  flhip 

or  vessel  Frances,  whereof  the  said  G.  D.  was  master,  being  then  in  the  port 

of ,  and  designed  on  a  yoyage  upon  waters  within  the  admiralty  sod 

maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  of  this  honorable  court, 

to  wit,  from  the  said  port  of to ,  and  back  to  the  said  port  of 

(a),  he  the  said  C.  D.  did  ship  and  hire  the  libellant  to  aerre  aft  a 

port  of to  the  port  of ,  whidli  voyage  ended  on  the day  of » 

[Or,  if  the  Teasel  has  been  engaged  in  the  coasting  trsde,  and  the  engagement  of 
the  mariner  was  not  for  a  single  spedfic  voyage,  then  say:  for  hia  wages  for 
services  rendered  as  sudi  mariner  on  board  the  said  ship  [or,  etc.],  between  tiie 

day  of ,  and  the day  of .] 

Given  under  my  hand,  this day  of y  A.  D.  18 — .      (S^ned)  B.  S. 

I,  R.  S.,  Judge,  etc.  [or,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  etc,  or,  a  commisaioner,  eta, 
as  abov^],  do  hereby  certify  that  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  suffident  cause  of  com- 
plaint whereon  to  found  admiralty  process  at  the  suit  of  A.  B.  for  mariners' 

wages,  sgainst  the  ship  [or,  etc.]  called  the ,  whereof  G.  D.  is  master,  her 

tackle,  apparel  and  furniture.    Dated  this  ——day  of ^  18 — *  B.  S. 

(a)  The  voyage  should,  of  course,  be  truly  described.  If  it  comprises  sevend 
foreign  ports,  they  should  be  named ;  as,  for  ezsmple,  from  the  said  port  of  —— 
to  Liverpool ;  thence  to  any  other  port  in  the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  [or, 
thence  to  Botterdsm  in  the  Kingdom  of  Holland,  and  thence  back,  etc.].  So  if 
the  voyage  be  a  general  trading  voyage,  or  a  coasting  voyage,  it  should  be  so 
described;  as,  for  example,  from  Boston  to -the  Pacific,  Indian  and  Chineee 
oceans  or  elsewhere,  on  a  trading  voyage,  and  from  thence  back  to  Boston;  oTj 
on  a  coasting  voyage  from  Portland  to  ESas^Mrt  in  the  State  of  Mune,  thenoe  to 
New-Tork,  thence  to  Alexandria,  thence  to  Norfolk  in  the  State  of  ViigiDiiy 
thence  to  St.  Augustine  in  the  State  of  Florida,  thence  to  Charleston  in  Soath 
Carolina,  etc.,  etc,  and  thence  to  Boston.    (See  2%€  Crusader^  Ware's  R.,  437.) 

There  are  other  descriptions  of  service,  also,  for  which  mariners  are  frequentij 
hired.  I  refer  especially  to  engagements  to  serve  on  board  vessels  employed  in 
making  regular  trips  between  certain  specified  places,  for  the  conveyance  of 
psssengers,  or  of  passengers  and  merchandise,  and  occupying  but  a  few  dsp; 
as,  for  example,  between  Boston  and  New-York;  and  vessels  employed  io  the 
domestic  carrying  trade,  from  the  port  to  which  they  belong,  to  various  other 
ports  or  places,  aooording  to  the  exigencies  of  commerce ;  as,  for  example,  fkum 
the  port  of  Buffalo,  to  Cleveland,  Sandusky,  Detroit,  or  other  places  on  the  great 
lakes.  In  such  cases,  seamen  are  usually  shipped,  not  for  a  single  trip  or  voyage 
but  for  a  certain  period,  as  three  months,  or  for  the  season  of  navigation ;  or,  at 
the  rate  of  so  much  a  month,  so  long  as  they  shall  continue  to  serve ;  it  bdng 
understood,  in  the  latter  case,  that  they  may  quit  the  service,  or  may  be  ^ 
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mariner  on  board  the  said  ahip  for  and  during  the  said  vojage,  at  the  rate 

or  wages  of dollars  per  month ;  and  accordingly  on  or  about  the 

daj  of  ^  the  Hbellant  entered  on  board  and  into  the  service  of  the 

said  ship,  in  the  capacity  and  at  the  monthly  wages  aforesaid,  and  signed 
the  usual  shipping  articles  or  mariner's  contract,  which,  for  greater  certainty, 
he  prays  may  be  produced  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  this  honorable  court(a). 

Seconds  That  the  said  ship  having  taken  in  a  cargo  of  divers  goods  and 
merchandise,  proceeded  on  her  said  voyage  with  the  Hbellant  on  board,  and 

arrived  at  the  said  port  of on  or  about  the day  of ,  with  the 

said  cargo  on  board,  which  she  delivered  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  tmd  then 

proceeded  on  her  homeward  bound  voyage  to  the  said  port  of ,  where 

she  arrived  on  or  about  the  —day  of ,  with  the  libellant  on  board, 

charged,  at  any  reasonable  time.  In  such  cases  the  contract  must,  of  course^ 
be  truly  set  i^rth.  Thus,  in  the  case  first  above  mentioned,  the  proper  form 
of  the  allegation  would  be  that  the  said  ship  or  vessel  Frances,  whereof,  etc., 
being  then  at,  etc.,  and  designed  to  be  employed  [or  being  employed]  in  per- 
forming regular  .trips  on  the  high  seas,  and  within,  etc.,  from  the  port  of 

to  the  port  of ,  and  back  again,  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  and  mer- 
chandise, he  the  said  C.  D.  did  ship  and  hire  the  libellant  to  serve  as  a  maiiner 

on  board  the  said  ship,  for  and  during  the  period  of ,  at  the  rate  or  wages  of 

[or,  did  ship  and  hire,  etc,  at  the  rate  or  wages  of ,  for  and  during 

such  period  as  the  libellant  should  continue  to  serve  as  such  mariner ;  and  so  of 
tile  other  case  above  mentioned]. 

(a)  Contracts  with  mariners  to  serve  as  such,  are,  as  we  have  seen,  under 
certain  limitations,  required  by  law  to  be  in  writing;  and  unless  they  are  so,  the 
mariner  is  entitled  to  recover  the  highest  rate  of  wages  paid  to  any  seaman  ship- 
ped for  the  voyage,  without  regard  to  any  mere  verbal  agreement  that  may  have 
been  entered  into.  It  sometimes  happens,  nevertheless,  that  seamen  are  shipped 
without  the  observance  of  this  injunction.  In  such  cases,  the  allegation  that  the 
libellant  signed  shipping  articles,  is,  of  course,  to  be  omitted,  and  the  contract 
may  be  stated  as  follows:  He  the  said  C.  D.  did  ship  and  hire  the  libellant  to 
serve  as  a  mariner  on  board  the  said  ship,  for  and  during  the  said  voyage ;  and, 

accordingly,  on  or  about  the day  of ,  the  libellant  entered  on  board  and 

into  the  service  of  the  sud  ship,  in  the'  capacity  aforesaid. 

The  second  article  will  require  no  variation.  The  third  article  may  be  as  fol- 
lows :  That  during  all  the  aforesaid  voyage,  the  libellant  well  and  truly  performed 
bis  duty  on  board  the  said  ship  in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  and  was  obedient  to  all 
the  lawful  commands  of  the  said  master  and  other  officers  on  board  the  said  ship ; 
and  he  thereby  became  entitled  by  law  to  demand  and  receive,  and  well  and  truly 

deserved,  the  wages  of dollars  per  month  as  schedulate,  so  much  or  greater 

wages  having  been  paid  to  one  or  more  other  seamen  shipped  for  the  voyage 
aforesaid,  and  no  shipping  articles  or  mariners'  oontract  having  been  signed  by 
the  libellant. 
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and  was  there  safely  moored ;  and  the  said  G.  D.  dischaiged  the  Izbdlaat 
from  the  sendee  of  the  said  ship,  without  paying  him  the  wages  due  to  him 
for  the  said  yoyage  [or,  if  a  part  has  been  paid»  then  say,  ezoepi  the  sum  of 
],  though  often  i^lied  to  and  requested  to  pay  the  same. 


ITurd.  TixBi  during  all  the  aforesaid  voyage,  the  libellant  well  and  truly 
perfonned  his  duty  on  board  the  said  ship  in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  and  was 
obedient  to  all  the  lawful  commands  of  the  said  master  and  other  officers  on 
board  the  said  ship,  and  well  and  truly  deserred  the  wages  of  — —  doUars 
per  month  as  schedulate. 

Fourths  That  all  and  ringular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  process  in  due  form  of  law  may  issue 

against  the  said  ship  Frances,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  snd 

that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  the  wages  aforesaid,  and  decree 

the  same  to  be  paid  with  costs,  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  aad 

redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may  appertain  and  as  the  court  is  competait 

to  give  in  the  premises  [and  if  the  libellant  sees  fit  to  put  interrogatories, 

then  add :  and  further,  etc^  aa  in  the  first  precedent], 

(Signed)        A.  B.,  LibelfanL 
G.  H.,  Praetor. 

On  the  ——  day,  etc»  aeinihe  firet  precedenL 


Intbrbooatoriss  bjefkrrxd  to  in  thb  vobeoodio  Libsl. 


1. 
2. 


SOHBDULE   TO   WHICH   THK   FORBGOINO   LiBEL  RErEBS. 

Wsges  from  the day  of  — — ,  18 — ^  to ,  18 — , 

months  and  «-^—  days,  at dollars  per  month        -        -  t 

Deduct        -  < 


S 


VII. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUrr  IN  PERSONAM,  BY  A  MARINER,  FOR  WAGES, 

AGAINST  THE  MASTER  OR  OWNER. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  ths  Judge  of  the  Dietrict  Court  of  (he  United  Statee 
for  the  Dietrict  of  — . 

A.  B.  of ,  late  mariner  on  board  the  ship  or  vessel  Frances,  whereof 

0.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master  [or  if  the  suit  be  against  the  owner,  then 
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add :  and  K  F.  of  ,  — «  now  is  or  lately  waa  owner],  exhibits  tliis  his 
libel  i^inat  the  said  G.  D.  [or  K  F.],  in  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wages, 
civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articu- 
lately  propound  as  follows*  to  wit: 

First.  That  on  about  the day  of ,  the  said  ship  or  yessel  Frances, 

whereof  the  said  C.  D.  was  then  master  [or  if  the  suit  be  against  the  owner, 
then  add :  and  the  said  £.  F.  was  then  owner],  being  then  in  the  port  of 

,  and  designed  on  a  voyage  upon  the  high  seas,  and  on  waters  within 

the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and  of  this 

honorable  court,  to  wit,  from  the  said  port  of to and  back  to  the 

said  port  of ,  he  the  said  C.  D.  master  as  aforesaid  did  ship  and  hire 

[or  if  the  suit  be  against  the  owner :  he  the  said  E.  F.  owner  as  aforesaid, 
did,  by  himself  or  by  his  agent,  ship  and  hire]  the  libellant  [etc  as  in  the 
last  precedent  to  the  end  of  the  fourth  article^  and  then  add] : 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  [etc.  as  in  the  second  precedent,  to  the  end 
thereof]. 

If  Ijfie  suit  be  against  the  ship  and  fr eighty  or  if  it  be  in  rem  and 
inpersonami  as  it  may  be  for  wages,  the* pleader  will  find  the  fore- 
going precedents  a  sufficient  guide  in  fiiuming  the  libel. 

If  the  suit  whether  in  rem  or  in  personam^  be  instituted  under  the 
act  of  February  26,  1845,  "extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district 
courts  to  certain  cases  upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters  connect- 
ing the  same,"  the  pleader,  it  is  presumed,  will  find  little  difficulty, 
with  the  aid  of  the  two  last,  and  of  the  second  and  third  of  the 
preceding  precedents,  in  adapting  the  libel  to  the  case. 


vm. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  FOR  THE  NON-FULFILMENT  OF  A  CON- 
TRACT OF  AFFREIGHTMENT  FOR  THE  CONVEYANCE  OF  GQODS 
IN  A  GENERAL  SHIP. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  ike  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of 

A.  B,  of , J  exhibits  this  his  libel  in  a  cause  of  contract  civil 

and  maritime,  against  the  ship  oi  vessel  Mary,  now  lying  at  the  port  of 
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I  in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maiitime  juris* 
diction  of  this  honorable  court,  whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master, 
her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully 
intervening  for  their  interest  therein.  And  thereupon  the  said  A*  B.  doth 
allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

Mrst^  That  on  or  about  the  •— ^  day  of  ■  ■ ,  the  said  ship  or  vessel 
Mary,  whereof  the  said  G.  D*  was  master,  being  then  in  the  port  of-  , 
and  designed  on  a  voyage  upon  the  high  seas,  and  on  waters  within 
tiie  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and  of  this 

honorable  court,  to  wit,  from  the  said  port  of  — -—  to ,  the  libellant 

being  the  owner  of  [here  describe  the  goods  shipped,  as,  for  example,  five 

hundred  barrels  of  wheaten  flour],  of  the  value  of ^  made  a  contract 

with  the  said  C.  D.  as  such  master,  whereby  he  agreed,  in  consideration  ct 

certain  freight,  to  convey  the  said  flour  from  the  said  port  of to 

aforesaid,  and  there  to  deliver  the  same  in  good  order  and  condition,  to 

,  saving  and  excepting  only  such  loss  and  damage  as  might  happen 

by  perils  of  the  sea8(a) ;  and  that  the  libellant,  on  the  same  day,  delivered 
to  the  said  master  the  said  flour  in  good  order,  and  received  from  him  a  bill 
of  lading  therefor(&). 

Second,  That  the  said  ship  shortly  afterwards  departed  on  her  said  voyage ; 
but  the  said  C.  D.  master  as  aforesaid,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  respect, 
nor  his  promise  and  undertaking  to  convey  and  deliver  the  said  flour  as 
aforesaid,  did  not  so  convey  and  deliver  the  same  (although  no  danger  of 
the  seas  prevented  him  from  so  doing) ;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  so 
negligently  and  carelessly  conducted  himself  with  respect  to  the  said  flour, 
that  by  and  through  the  mere  carelessness,  negligence  and  improper  conduct 
of  the  said  0.  D.  and  his  mariners  and  servants,  the  said  flour  became  and 
was  wholly  lost  to  the  libellant  [or  wetted  and  greatly  damaged,  as  the  case 
may  he\{c) ;  by  reason  whereof  the  libellant  has  sustained  damage  to  the 
amount  of—,  for  which  he  claims  reparation  in  this  suit. 

(a)  When  there  is  a  bill  of  lading,  this  exception  should,  of  course,  be  stated 
aff  it  is  expressed  in  the  bill  of  lading. 

(b)  Sometimes,  espedally  in  coasting  voyages,  there  is  no  bill  of  ladix^ ;  and 
whenC  this  is  the  case,  the  last  allegation  is,  of  course,  to  be  omitted. 

(c)  This  very  summary  statement  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  is  believed  t* 
be  sufficient;  but  it  may,  nevertheless,  in  some  cases,  be  advisable  to  narrate 
the  circumstances  which  attended  the  disaster  by  which  the  loss  or  damage  was 
occasioned;  as  that  the  ship,  soon  after  leaving  port,  sprung  a  leak,  whereby 
the  goods  were  wetted,  and  spoiled  or  damaged ;  or  that  she  ran  upon  a  sandbar 
or  reef,  or  was  stranded  on  a  certain  shore,  and  that  the  goods  were  consequently 
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Third.  That  all  and  singular  the  premiees  are  true. 
Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  [etc.  as  in  the  first  precedent]. 

If  the  suit  be  in  personam  against  the  master  or  owner,  the  pleader, 
it  is  hoped,  will  find  it  an  easy  matter,  with  the  last  and  preceding 
precedents  before  him,  to  frame  the  libel. 


IX. 

LIBEL  m  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  ON  A  OHARTER-AftTY,  BY  THE  OWNER, 
AGAINST  THE  CARGO,  FOR  THE  STIPULATED  FREIGHT  OR  HIRE 
OP  THE  SHIP. 

[This  suit  can  be  maintained,  it  will  be  remembered,  only  when 
the  absolute  or  general  owner  continues  owner  for  the  voyage. 
When,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  the  charter  is  constituted 
owner  for  the  voyage,  he,  beiag  thus,  pro  hex  victf  substituted  in 
pl«M»  of  the  general  owner,  may.  in  like  manner,  maintain  a  suit  m 
remj  for  the  fireight  of  merchandise  belongiag  to  a  sub-shipper. 

In  the  case  of  Certain  Logs  of  Mahogany^  2  Sumner's  R.,  600  - 
602,  Mr.  Justice  Stort  assumes  that  the  lien  of  the  ship-owner  on 
the  cargo,  for  fireight,  continues  only  so  long  as  he  retains  possession 
of  the  cargo;  and  consequently  that  a  stipulation  in  a  charter-party 

r 

thrown  or  were  washed  oyerboard;  or  that  she  came  m  collision  with  another 
vessel,  whereby  she  was  caused  to  leak,  and  the  goods  were  lost  or  injured ;  or 
that  the  goods  were  stolen  or  embezzled  by  the  crew  at  sea,  or  by  others  in  port. 
But  as  all  the  disasters  aboTe  mentioned  (except  the  last)  may  fiill  under  the  de- 
nomination of  perils  of  the  seas,  the  statement  of  their  occurrence  ought  to  be 
accompanied  with  the  charges  of  negligence  or  of  misconduct  on  which  the 
libellant  relies  to  show  that  they  are  not,  under  the  actual  cLrcumstances  of  the 
case,  to  be  so  regarded:  as  that  the  ship  was  unseaworthy,  by  reason  of  not 
being  stanch  and  tight  when  she  left  port,  or  of  not  having  been  provided  with 
necessary  charts,  or  not  properly  manned  or  sufficiently  tackled  or  appareled ; 
or  that  she  deviated  from  her  course,  or  did  not  keep  a  good  lookout,  or  was 
otherwise  carelessly  or  unskilfully  managed ;  or  that  the  goods  were,  by  the 
direction  of  the  master,  and  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  libellant, 
stowed  on  deck ;  and  the  like. 
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for  the  payment  of  the  fieight  on,  or,  at  any  rate,  wi&in  a  specified 
number  of  days  after,  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  to  the  shipper  or  his 
consignee,  would  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  lien.    He  shows,  how- 
ever, at  the  same  time,  that  although  the  shipper  cannot  ordinarily 
insist  on  a  delivery  of  the  goods  to  him  until  the  freight  or  hire  is 
paid  or  secured,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  yet,  that  on 
the  other  hand,  the  ship-ovmer  is  not  at  liberty  to  insist  that  the  goods 
skaii  nof  be  landed  before  such  payment  is  made  or  such  security  is 
given;  but  that  on  the  contrary,  the  shipper  has  a  right,  as  it  would 
seem,  by  the  maritime  law,  to  insist  upon  examining  the  goods,  after 
they  are  unlivered,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  they  are  damag^ 
or  not,  before  he  makelf  himself  liable  at  all  events  for  the  fiei^t 
An  unlivery  of  the  cargo,  is,  therefore,  in  all  cases,  perfectly  proper; 
but  unless  the  lien  thereon,  for  freight  or  hire,  has  been  waived,  the 
ship-owner  has  a  right,  notwithstanding,  to  detain  the  cargo  in  hk 
custody,  until  the  freight  or  hire  shall  have  been  paid  or  secured. 
The  modem  Code  of  Commerce  of  France  (liv.  2,  tit.  8,  art  306) 
contains  a  provision  to  this  effect.    It  declares  that  the  master  can- 
not retain  the  merchandise  on  board  his  vessel,  for  default  of  pay- 
ment of  its  freight ;  but  he  may,  at  the  time  of  unlading,  insist  on 
the  deposit  of  it  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  until  such  payment. 
Mr.  Justice  Story  quotes  this  provision  as  in  substantial  accordance 
with  vdiat  he  understands  to  be  the  general  maritime  law  upon  the 
subject.    This  libel  is  intended  to  be  fiutned  in  conformity  with  Hm 
view  of  the  law.    The  {^reservation  of  the  lien,  it  will  be  seen, 
involves  some  practical  inconveniences,  which  the  Commercial  Code 
of  France  aims  to  diminish,  by  the  frirther  provision  that  the  hen  for 
freight  shall  continue  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  after  the  delivery 
of  the  goods,  provided  they  have  not  passed  into  the  hands  of  third 
persons  (liv.  2,  tit.  8,  art  307).    This  provision  supersedes  the 
necessity  of  insisting  on  the  right  of  retention,  except  under  circum- 
stances demanding  extraordinaiy  precaution.] 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  StaUe 

for  the  District  of , 

A.  B.  of ,  - — — ,  exhibits  this  bis  libel  again9t  [here  describe  the 

goods  proceeded  against,  as,  for  example,  ten  bales  of  blue  broadcloths,  ten 
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boxes  of  Bteel  cntleiji  etc.],  lately  laden  ob  board  the  ship  Eliza,  whereof 

C.  D.  sow  18  or  lately  was  master,  and  which  said [broadcloths  or 

cutlery,  or,  as  the  case  may  be]  are  now  in  the  hands  of  L  J.  [or  in  the 
custody  of  the  master,  or  of  the  libellant,  as  the  case  may  be],  at  —  in 
the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
this  honorable  court,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their 
interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  contract  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon 
the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

First  That  on  the  —  day  of ,  at ,  the  libellant,  bdng  the 

owner  of  said  ship  Eliza,  by  a  certain  charter-party  of  the  affreightment 
(a  copy  whereof  is  hereto  annexed)  then  and  there  made  and  concluded  be- 
tween him,  the  libellant,  of  the  one  part,  and  G.  BL,  of ,  — ,  of  the 

other  part,  did  let  to  freight  the  aforesaid  ship,  whereof  the  said  G.  D.  was 
tiien  master,  with  the  appurtenances  to  her  belonging,  for  a  voyage  on  the 
high  seas,  and  on  waters  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 

the  United  States  and  of  this  honorable  court,  to  wit,  from  the  port  of 

to  — ,  and  back  again  to  the  aforesaid  port  of         ■ 

Second.  That  the  libelhmt,  in  and  by  the  said  charter-party,  and  for 
the  consideration  thereinafter  mentioned,  covenanted  and  agreed  with  the 
said  O.  H.,  that  the  aforesaid  ship,  in  and  during  the  voyage  aforesaid^ 
should  be  tight,  stanch  and  strong,  and  sufficiently  tackled  and  apparelled 
with  all  things  necessary  for  such  a  voyage ;  and  that  it  should' be  lawful  for 

the  said  G.  H.,  his  agents  or  factors,  as  well  at  the  port  of aforesaid  as 

at  —  aforesaid,  to  load  and  put  on  board  the  said  ship  loading  of  such 
goods  and  merchandise  as  they  should  think  proper,  contraband  goods 
excepted* 

Thirds  That  in  consideration  of  the  premises  in  the  said  charter-party 
expressed  and  hereinbefore  stated,  the  said  G.  BL,  thereby  agreed  to  pay  to 
the  libellant  for  the  freight  and  hire  of  the  said  ^p  and  appurtenances,  the 

sum  of dollars  per  month,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  time,  so  long 

as  the  said  ship  should  be  continued  in  the  aforesaid  service,  in '  days 

after  her  return  to  the  said  port  of  — <= — ,  or,  in  '  days  after  the  said 
voyage  shall  be  otherwise  in  any  manner  whatsoever  determined,  and  notice 
thereof  to  the  libellant.  And  the  said  G.  H.,  in  and  by  the  said  charter- 
party,  further  agreed  to  pay  the  charge  of  victualing  and  manning  the  said 
ship,  and  all  port  charges  and  pilotage  during  the  aforesaid  voyage,  and  to 
deliver  the  said  ship  on  her  return  to  the  libellant  or  his  order.  All  which, 
by  the  said  charter-party,  a  copy  whereof  is  hereunto  annexed,  reference 
bemg  thereunto  had,  will  fully  appear. 

64 
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Faitrtk.  ThBt  afterwards  to  vit^  <m  tfa«  — -^  dsjr  <^ » the  aaidfead 

being  then  and  there  tight,  stanch  and  atrong,  and  ereiy  waj  piropalj 
fitted  and  manned  for  the  vojage,  in  the  aforesaid  charter-party  menticiiedi 
the  Mid  C.  D^  master  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there,  at  the  inataaos  <rf 
the  said'G.H,,  reodreaiid  take  onboard  the  said  ahip  a  foil  cargo  of  IsvM 
goods,  and  immediately  thereafter  set  sail  and  proceeded  to  — — —  albrwiid, 
where,  on  his  arrival,  he  duly  delivered  the  whole  of  the  said  cargo  to  ths 
agents  or  consignees  of  the  said  G.  H. 

Fiftk.  That  afterwards,  to  wit^  on  the day  of ,  at afcie- 

said,  the  said  0.  D^  master  as  aforesaid,  atthe  instance  of  the  said  G.  H,  or 
his  agent,  took  on  board  the  said  ship  another  foil  cargo  of  lawftil  goods 
consisting  of  ■         hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  inunediateiy  thereafter  set 

sail  and  proceeded  thence  to  the  aforesaid  port  of ^  where  he  arrived 

on  the  ——  day  of ,  and  immediately  gave  notice  of  the  arrival  of  the 

said  ship  and  cargo  to  the  said  G.  EL,  and  proceeded  to  unload  the  ssid 
cargo ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and  maintaining  the  lien  or  prin- 
lege  o(  the  libellant  therefor,  the  said  master  deposited  the  same  in  the  bands 
of  the  aforesaid  L  J^  to  be  by  him  retained  until  the  aforesaid  freight  or  lure 
should  be  paid  or  secured,  and  who  still  retains  the  same  in  his  custody  [or, 
if  the  fact  be  so,  then  say:  and  fbr  the  purpose,  etc, the  said  master  retained 
and  still  retains  the  custody  of  the  same ;  or,  for  the  purpose,  etc.,  the  libd- 
lant  took  the  same  into  his  custody,  and  still  retains  the  same]. 

Sixth.  That  the  libellant  has  always,  since  the  making  of  the  aforessid 
charter-party,  well  and  truly  performed  and  kept  all  and  singular  the  covensnti 
and  undertakings  by  the  said  charter-party  required  to  be  performed  sad 
kept  on  his  part ;  and  has,  at  all  times  since  the  arrival  of  the  said  ship  ^ 
the  port  of  ■  aforesaid,  been  ready,  and  still  is  ready,  to  deliver  the  ssid 
cargo,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  ddivered  to  the  said  G.  EL,  on  his  paying  or 
securing  the  aforesaid  freight  or  hire  of  the  said  ship. 

Seventh.  That  the  said  G.  EL  has  not  paid  to  the  libellant  the  aforesaid 
freight  br  hire,  nor  any  part  thereof,  although  often  requested  to  do  so,  but 
on  the  contrary  utterly  neglects  and  refuses  to  pay  the  same. 

Eighth.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  process,  in  due  form  of  law,  may  vBffie 
against  the  said  cargo ;  and  that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  his 
aforesaid  demand  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent], 

[A  copy  of  the  charter-party  is  to  be  annexed  to  the  libeL  The 
form  of  the  instrument  on  which  the  foregoing  precedent  is  sapposed 
to  be  framed,  is  as  follows] : 
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This  OHJLBTBR-^ABST  of  afireightment,  indented,  made,  and  fully  concluded 
upon  this  —  day  of  ■         in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  -^— ,  between  A.  B.  of ,  owner  of  the  good  ship  Eliza,  of 

the  burthen  of toss  or  thereabouts,  now  lying  in  the  harbor  of  ■  '     , 

whereof  C.  D.  is  at  present  master,  on  the  one  part,  and  G.  H.,  of  — ^-,  on 
the  other  part,  witkbssbth,  that  the  said  A.  B.  for  the  consideration  hereiu- 
after  mentioned,  hath  letten  to  freight  the  aforesaid  ship  with  the  appurten- 
ances to  her  belonging,  for  a  voyage  to  be  made  by  the  said  G.  H.  from  the 

port  of ^  to and  back  again  to  the  said  port  of         ,  where  she  is 

to  be  discharged  (the  danger  of  the  seas  excepted) :  And  the  said  A.  B., 
doth  by  these  presents  covenant  and  agree  with  the  said  G.  H.,  in  manner 
following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said  G.  H.  in  manner  following,  that  is  to 
say,  that  the  said  ship,  in  and  during  the  voyage  aforesaid,  shall  be  tight, 
stanch  and  strong,  and  sufficiently  tackled  and  apparelled  with  all  things 
necessary  for  such  a  vessel  and  voyage ;  and  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful 

for  the  said  G.  H.,  his  agents  or  fisustors,  as  well  at  the  said  port  of as 

at aforesaid,  to  load  and  put  on  board  the  said  ship,  loading  of  such 

goods  and  merchandise  as  he  shall  think  proper,  contraband  goods  excepted. 

In  consideration  whereof,  the  said  G.  H.  doth  by  these  presents^  agree 
with  the  said  A.  B.  well  and  truly  to  pay,  or  eauso  t^  be  paid  unto  him,  the 
said  A.  B.,  in  full  for  the  freight  or  hire  of  the  said  ship  and  appurtenances, 

the  sum  of per  month,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  time,  so 

long  as  the  said  ship  shall  be  continued  in  the  aforesaid  service,  in days 

after  her  return  to  the  said  port  of j  or  in days  after  the  said  voyage 

shall  be  otherwise  in  any  manner  whatsoever  determined,  and  notice  thereof 
to  the  said  A«  B.  And  the  said  G.  H.  doth  agree  to  pay  the  charge  of 
victualing  and  manning  the  said  ship,  and  all  port  charges,  pilotage  during 
said  voyage ;  and  to  deliver  the  said  ship,  on  her  return  to  the  said  port  of 
,  to  the  said  A.  B.  or  his  order. 

And  to  the  true  and  faithful  performance  of  all  and  singular  the  covenants, 
payments  and  agreements  aforementioned,  each  of  the  parties  aforementioned 
binds  and  obligates  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  — —  dollars,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

In  witness  whereof  the  parties  aforesaid  have  hereunto  interchangeably 
set  their  hand  and  seals,  the  day  and  year  above  written. 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered,  '1  (Signed) 

in  presence  of  /  A.  B. 

)  O.  H; 
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LEBIL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  BT  A  SHIP-OWNER,  AGAINST  THE  CABGO 
OR  GOODS  TRANSPORTED,  FOR  THE  FREIGHT  THEREOF. 

IN  ADIUBALTT. 

7b  the  Judge  of  the  Dittrict  Ckmrt  rf  UU  Dmied  Slain 
for  the  Dietriet  of . 

A.  B.  of  -^— ,  --^-*f  exhibits  this  bis  libel,  against  [here  desezibe  the 
goods  proceeded  against,  as,  for  example,  twenty  tons  of  laTerpool  coal,  or 
bar  iron ;  or  five  boxes  of  figured  muslins,  or  of  silks],  lately  laden  on  board 
the  barque  Maigaret,  whereof  G.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master;  which 
said  ■  [coal,  iron,  muslins,  silks,  or  as  the  case  may  be]  axe  now  in  the 

hands  of  L  J.  [or  in  the  custody  of  the  said  master,  or  of  the  libeDant,  ss 
the  case  may  be],  at  — -  in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable  court ;  and  against  all  persons 
lawfully  interFcning  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  contract  drQ  and 
maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  6.  doth  allege  and  articulately  pro- 
pound, as  follows,  to  wit : 

JPVrit  That  on  or  about  the day  of ^  the  said  barque  Margaret, 

whereof  the  said  C.  D.  was  master,  and  the  libellant  was  and  still  is  the 
owner  [or  charterer],  being  at  the  port  of  Liverpool,  in  the  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain,  and  bound  to  New-Tork,  the  said  master,  at  the  request  of 
G.  H.,  of  the  city  of  Liyerpool,  merchant,  agreed  to  receiye  and  take  on 

board  the  said  barque  the  aforesaid ,  and  to  convey  the  same  to  New- 

Tork  aforesaid,  and  there  to  deliver  the  same  in  the  like  good  .order  in  which 

the  said were  received  on  board,  to  £.  F.,  merchant,  there  residing; 

he  the  said  K  F.  paying  the  usual  and  customary  freight  thereon  [or,  if  the 
sum  to  be  paid  was  agreed  upon  at  the  time  of  the  shipment :  he  the  said 
£.  F.  pajring  as  and  for  the  freight  thereon  the  sum  of  *— --]t  the  dangers 

of  the  seas  excepted ;  for  which  said ,  the  said  master  gave  to  the  said 

G.H.  a  bill  of  lading. 

Second,  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  said  —  day  of , 

at  the  port  of  Liverpool  aforesaid,  the  said  C.  D.,  master  as  aforesaid,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  did  receive  and  take  on  board  the  said 

barque  the aforesaid,  and  immediately  [or  soon]  thereafter  set  sail  and 

proceeded  to  New-Tork  aforesaid,  where  he  arrived  with  the  said in 

good  order,  on  board,  on  the day  of ^  and  immediately  gave  notice 

to  the  said  I.  J.  of  the  arrival  of  the  said  barque,  and  of  the aforesaid 

so  laden  on  board  thereof,  and  offered  to  deliver  the  said to  the  said 
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L  J.  upon  the  payment  of  the  freight  due  thereon  according  to  the  aforeaaid 
agreement* 

Thirds  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  — -—  day  of » the  said  freight 

not  having  in  the  mean  time  been  paid  or  secured  [or,  that  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on,  eta,  the  said  L  J.  having  declined,  or  having  refused  to  pay  the  said 
freight ;  or  having  declined  or  having  refused  to  pay  the  said  freight  until 
the  said  "  had  been  landed,  and  an  opportuniW  thereby  afforded  to 
inspect  the  same,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  any  damage  had 
been  done  thereto  during  the  voyage],  he  the  said  G.  D.,  master  as  aforesaid, 

proceeded  to  unload  the  said ;  and  to  the  end  that  the  lien  or  privilege 

of  the  libellant  thereupon  might  not  be  lost,  the  said  master  deposited  the 
same  in  the  handi  of  the  aforesaid  L  J.,  to  be  by  him  retained  until  the 
aforesaid  freight  should  be  paid  or  secured,  and  who  still  retains  the  same 
in  his  custody  [or  if  the  fiict  be  so,  then  say :  and,  to  the  end,  etc,  the  said 
master  retained,  and  still  retains  the  same  in  his  custody ;  or  to  the  end, 
etc.,  the  libellant  took  the  same  into  his  custody,  and  still  retains  the  same]. 

[Fourth.  That  the  usual  and  customary  freight  for  the  conveyance  of 
—  (here  specify  the  goods  on  account  of  which  freight  is  claimed)  from 
Liverpool  to  New-Tork,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  aforesaid  agree- 
ment, was  ](a). 

Jfifth.  That  the  said  E.  F.,  the  consignee  as  aforesaid  of  the  said '^ 

hath  not  paid  to  the  libellant  the  said  freight  nor  any  part  thereof,  etc  [as 
in  the  last  precedent,  to  the  end  thereof]. 

[Suits  like  fhoae  to  which  the  two  last  precedents  relate,  may 
alao  be  maintained  by  the  master,  as  the  agent  of  the  ship-owner 
or  charterer.  Suits  for  the  like  purpose  may  also  be  prosecuted  in 
pertanoMj  against  the  shipper.  With  the  aid  of  the  foregoing  pre- 
cedents, there  will  be  little  difficulty  in  framing  the  libels  in  such 
suits.] 

(a)  K  the  sum  to  be  pud  for  freight  was  specifically  sgreed  upon,  this  article 
ought  to  be  omitted,  and  the  stipulated  sum  stated. 
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•  XI. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  m  REM,  ON  A  BOTTOBIRT  BOND  GIVEN  BY 
THE  MASTER,  AGAINST  THE  SHIP ;  OR  AGAINST  THE  SHIP  AND 
FREIGHT ;  OR  AGAINST  THE  SHIP,  FREIGHT  AND  CARGO. 

[The  master  has  no  authority,  as  we  have  seen,  to  bind  his  owner 
personally  by  a  bottomry  contract ;  and  therefore  no  suit  in  personam 
against  the  owner  can  be  maintained  on  such  a  bottomry  bond  given 
by  the  master.] 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  th$  JudgB  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of . 

A.  6.  of  Marseilles,  in  the  Republic  of  France,  merchant,  exhibits  this 

his  libel  against  the  brig  Juliet,  now  lying  in  the  harbor  of in  the  sud 

district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable 
court  (whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master),  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture  [if  the  freight,  or  the  freight  and  cargo,  as  well  as  the  bottom, 
are  hypothecated,  then  add :  and  against  the  freight  earned  by  the  said  brig 
in  the  voyage  hereinafter  mentioned ;  or,  against  the  freight,  eta,  and  the 
cargo  hereinafter  meutioned,  now  (or  lately)  laden  on  board  the  said  brig], 
and  agiunst  all  persons  lawfully  intenrening  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a 
cause  of  bottomry,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth 
allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

First  That  on  or  about  the day  of  — ^,  while  the  said  brig  Juliet 

was  in  the  Gulf  of  Lyons,  on  her  voyage  from  New-York  to  Marseilles 
aforesaid,  the  said  C.  D.  then  being  master  of  the  said  brig,  she  encountered 
a  severe  gale,  whereby  she  sustained  serious  damage  in  her  hull,  sails  and 
rigging,  and  two  days  thereafter  entered  the  harbor  of  Marseilles  aforesaid 
in  a  disabled  state :  that  the  said  G.  D.  being  under  orders  to  take  in  a  cargo 
at  that  port  without  delay,  and  to  return  therewith  to  New-York  aforesaid, 
it  became  and  was  his  duty  forthwith  to  repair  and  refit  the  said  brig,  so  as 
to  enable  him  safely  to  undertake  the  execution  of  his  aforesaid  orders ;  that 
bemg  in  want  of  the  funds  necessary  for  this  puipose,  amountmg  to  the  sum 
of  three  thousand  dollars,  and  having  no  other  means  of  procuring  the  same, 
he  the  said  0.  D^  master  as  aforesaid,  borrowed  the  aforesaid  sum  of  the 
libellant  on  bottomry,  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  centum  premium  oh  the 
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Toyage  aforesaid,  designed  from  ManeiUes  to  New-Tork ;  which  mi  sum 
wasy  by  the  libeUant,  accordingly  advanced  to  the  said  C.  D.  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid* 

Second.  That  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  money  so  advanced^  he 
the  aforesaid  0.  D.  by  a  certain  bond  or  instrument  of  bottomry,  beaHng 

date  at  Marseilles  aforesaid*  the  *—  day  of j  by  him  duly  executed  in 

the  presence  of  two  credible  witnesses,  who  respectiyely  subscribed  their 
names  thereto  as  witnesses  to  the  due  execution  thereof,  bound  the  sai4  brig, 
her  boats,  taokle»  apparel  and  furniture  [and  (if  the  foot  be  so)  also  the 
freight  which  should  become  due  for  the  aforesaid  voyage ;  or  the  freight, 
eto^  and  also  the  cargo  on  board  the  said  brig],  for  the  payment  of  the 
aforesaid  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  together  with  the  aforesaid  premium 
thereon,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  three  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  sixty  dollars,  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  five  days  after  the  safe 
arrival  of  the  said  brig  at  her  moorings  in  the  harbor  of  New-Tork ;  a  copy 
of  which  bond  is  hereunto  annexed. 

Third,  That  the  said  brig  having,  by  means  of  the  said  loan,  been  fitted 
€[>r  sea,  proceeded  with  a  cargo  on  board  [if  the  cargo  is  hypothecated,  it 
would  be  proper  here  to  describe  it,  as  thus :  consisting  of ],  to  New- 
Tork  aforesaid,  where  she  arrived  in  safety  on  or  about  the  —  day  of- 

Ftmrtk,  That  the  aforesaid  sum  of  three  thousand  three  hundred 'and 
sixty  dollars  has  not,  nor  has  any  part  thereof,  been  paid  to  the  libellant,  nor 
to  any  other  person  authorized  to  receive  the  same  in  his  behalf^  although  the 
said  C.  D.  has  often  been  requested  to  pay  the  same. 

Mfih.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  [etc,  as  in  the  preceding  precedents]. 

FOBM  OF  TBS  BOTTOMBT  BoND  ON  WHICH  THE  TORBGOINO  LiBKL  IS  SUPPOSED 

TO  BE  FOUVDEB. 
\ 

Ksow  ALL  MEN  BT  THESE  PRESENTS,  That  I,  0.  D.,  msstcr  of  the  brig 

Juliet  of  New-Tork,  of  the  burthen  of tons,  now  at  her  moorings  in 

the  harbor  of  Marseilles,  in  the  Republic  of  France,  for  myself  and  G.  H. 
of  New  Torky  merchant,  owner  of  the  said  brig»  am  bound  to  A.  B.  of 
Marseilles  aforesaid,  merchant,  in  the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars ;  for  the 
payment  of  which  sum  to  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  I  bind  myself  my  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  firmly  by 
these  presents.  In  witness  whereof^  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal, 
this day  of  — — . 

Whereas  the  above  bound  0.  D.  hath  taken  up  and  received  of  the  said 
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A*  B.  the  fall  aqd  just  ram  of  three  thonmid  dollaii  upon  the  bottomiy  of 
the  said  brig  JuMet,  whereof  the  said  C.  D.  is  now  masttf ,  at  the  rate  of 
twelve  per  centum  premiom  for  the  voyage  from  the  port  of  MaiadBes 
aforesaid  to  New-York,  for  the  pnrpose  of  enabling  him  the  aaid  C.  D.  to 
procure  the  necessary  repairs  for  the  said  brig,  to  fit  her  for  aea,  and  he 
being  deetitate  of  the  fimds  necessary  therefor,  and  nnable  by  any  other 
means  to  obtain  the  same ;  in  consideration  whereof  the  nsoal  risks  of  the 
seas,  hirers,  fires,  enemies  and  pirates,  are  to  be  on  acconnt  of  the  aaid  K 
B.  For  the  further  security  oi  the  said  A.  B.,  the  said  C.  D^  as  such  master, 
doth  by  these  presents  mortgage,  hypothecate  and  assign  over  to  the  said 
A.  6«,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the  said  brig»  her  boate^ 
tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  [her  fineight ;  or,  her  fireight,  and  alao  her 
cargo  on  board] ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  said  brig  Juliet  [sad 
her  fimght ;  or,  her  freight  and  caigo]  is  [or  are]  thus  assigned  over  fi>r  ihe 
security  of  the  aforesaid  moneys  so  advanced  to  the  said  C.  D.,  and  shall  be 
delivered  to  no  other  use  or  purpose  whatever,  until  payment  of  this  bond 
is  made,  with  the  premium  due  thereon. 

Now  THS  ooKnmoH  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bound 
0.  D.,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  shall  and  do  well  and  truly 
pay  to  the  said  A.  B.  or  to  his  attorney  in  New-Tork  legally  authorized  to 
receive  the  same,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  the  full  and  just 
sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  being  the  principal  of  this  bond,  together 
with  the  premium  which  shall  become  due  thereupon,  at  or  before  the  ex- 
piration of  five  days  after  the  safe  arrival  of  the  said  brig  at  her  moorings 
in  the  harbor  of  New-Tork;  or  in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  said  brig,  such 
average  as  by  custom  shall  become  due  on  the  salvage ;  then  this  obligation 
to  be  void,  and  of  no  effect :  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 
Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  (Signed)  0.  D.  [Ssal.] 

in  presence  of 
J*  £•  \  Lt,  M« 


UBEL  IN  A  sum  IN  REM,  FOB  PILOTAGE. 

[The  sabject  of  pilotage  being  regulated,  as  we  have  seen,  by 
the  laws  of  the  aeyeral  states,  sanctioned  and  adopted  by  an  act  of 
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Congress,  the  libd  must,  of,  course,  be  so  framed  as  to  show  that 
the  libellant  is  entitled  to  the  compensation  he  seeks,  according  to 
the  particular  laws,  if  any,  under  which  the  service  was  performed. 
If  it  was  rendered  on  waters  through  which  none  but  licensed  pilots 
could  in  such  a  case  be  lawfully  employed,  the  libel  must  allege 
that  the  libellant  was  duly  licensed.  If  the  right  to  compensation, 
or  the  rate  of  compensation  depends,  in  the  case  of  an  inward 
bound  vessel,  on  the  place  where  the  libellant  came  on  board,  or 
upon  the  tonnage  or  draft  of  the  vessel,  or  other  circumstances^ 
the  requisite  facts  should  be  stated*  So,  ako,  if  the  law  under 
which  the  service  was  rendered  provides  for  the  allowance  of  extra 
compensation  in  certain  cases  requiring  extraordinaiy  exertions,  and 
such  compensation  is  claimed,  the  facts  and  circumstances  on  which 
the  claim  is  founded  should  be  briefly  set  forth  in  the  Ubel. 

If  the  service  is  performed  on  waters  not  embraced  by  the  state 
law,  or  under  circmnstances  which  exempt  the  cajse  from  its  opera- 
tion, it  will,  of  course,  be  governed  by  the  general  principles  appli- 
cable to  other  services  rendered.  If  the  amount  of  compensation  was 
fixed  by  previous  voluntary  contract,  that  will  be  the  measure  of 
the  sum  to  be  awarded ;  otherwise  the  libellant  will  be  entitled  to 
such  reward  as  he  reasonably  deserves  to  have,  and  the  libel  must 
in  eithar  case  be  firamed  accordingly. 

The  following  precedent  of  a  libel  in  a  suit  for  piloting  a  vessel 
into  the  port  of  New- York  by  way  of  Sandy  Hook,  it*  is  hoped, 
will  serve  as  a  sufficient  guide  in  cases  of  this  nature ;  and,  by  the 
aid  of  the  antecedent  precedent,  may  be  adapted  to  a  suit  against 
the  ship  and  master,  this  being  one  of  the  three  cases  designated  by 
the  new  Rules  in  which  a  joint  proceeding  in  rem  and  in  personam 
(suits  for  wages  and  collision  being  the  other  two)  may  be  maintained. 
(See  Rules  xm.,  xiv.,  xv.)  The  pleader  wUl  find  at  easy,  also,  to 
firame  a  libel  in  personam  against  the  master ;  l)e  being  in  this  case, 
as  in  all  others  of  contract  entered  into  by  him,  personally  liable, 
and  being  moreover  expressly  declared  to  be  so  by  one  of  the  above 
cited  Rules.]  • 
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IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  UwM 
States  for  ike  District  of  ^ 

A,  B.  of  the  city  of  New-York  [or  of  South  Amboy  in  tbe  State  of  New 
Jersey],  exhibits  this  his  libel  in  a  cause  of  pilotage,  civil  and  maritime, 
against  the  ship  Miranda  (whereof  C.  D,  now  is  or  lately  was  master),  now 

lying  at  the  port  of in  the  district  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiraltj 

and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable  court,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest 
therein,  in  a  cause  of  pilotage,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereapon  the  said 
A.  6.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

FirsU  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  the  libellant  was  a  pilot  duly 

licensed  and  qualified  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New-York  [or  of 
the  State  of  New  Jersey]  and  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  to  pilot  vessels  to  and  from  the  port  of  New-York,  by  way 
of  Sandy  Hook ;  that  being  then  on  board  the  pilot  boat  Vigilant,  upon  the 
high  seas,  and  on  waters  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  this  honorable  court,  to  wit,  about  one  mile  south- 
easterly from  the  white  buoy  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  outer  middle,  near 
the  bar,  seeing  a  signal  for  a  pilot  from  a  ship  approaching  from  the  south- 
east, which  proved  to  be  the  said  ship  Miranda,  drawing feet  water, 

and  bound  to  the  port  of  New-York,  he  immediately  went  on  board  the  said 
ship,  whereof  the  aforesaid  jO.  D.  was  then  master,  took  charge  of  her  helm, 
and  piloted  her  safely  to  her  anchorage  [or  moorings,  or  to  a  wharf^  desenfnutg 
it\  in  the  port  of  New- York  aforesaid,  as  directed  by  the  said  master* 

[If,  owing  to  the  tempestuous  state  of  the  weather,  the  disabled  condition 
of  the  ship,  or  other  cause,  the  service  was  attended  with  eztraordinaiy 
danger,  or  required  extraordinary  exertion  or  skill,  justly  entitling  the  libel- 
lant, in  his  opinion,  to  extra  compensation,  state  the  circumstances  in  a 
separate  article.] 

Second.  That  for  the  services  mentioned  in  the  first  article,  the  libellant 
is  entitled  by  law  to  demand  and  receive,  of  and  from  the  said  master  or 
owner  of  the  said  ship  Miranda,  the  sum  of  ■ 

[If  extraordinary  services  are  set  forth,  as  above  mentioned,  then  add,  in  a 
separate  article :  That  by  reason  of  the  extraordinary  peril,  care,  skill  and 
exertions  mentioned  in  the  second  article,  the  libellant  reasonably  deserves 
to  have  and  receive  of  and  from  the  said  master  or  owner  the  further  sum 
of .] 
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TlUrd,  That  neither  the  said  master  nor  the  said  owner  has  paid  to  the 
lihellant  either  of  the  said  sums  of  money  or  any  part  thereof,  although  often 
requested  so  to  do ;  and  the  same  remain  wholly  unpaid  and  due. 

I\mrtk,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent.] 


XIII. 
LIBEL  IN  A  SUCr  IN  REM,  FOR  WHARFAGE. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the    United 
States  for  the  District  qf . 

A.  B.  of , ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  schooner  Dolphin 

(whereof  C.  D.  now  is  or  lately  was  master),  now  lying  at  the  port  of 

in  the  said  district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  and  of  this  honorable  court,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest 
therein,  in  a  cause  of  wharfage,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the 
said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

FirsU  That  the  lihellant  is  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 
the  owner  of  a  certain  wharf  in  the  harbor  of  the  said  port  of . 


Second.  That  the  said  schooner  Dolphin,  being  of  the  burthen  of 


tons  or  thereabouts,  was,  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  maritime 
vessel,  employed  in  the  business  of  navigation  and  commerce  on  waters 
within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  court. 

7%ird.  That  the  said  schooner,  on  or  about  the day  of ,  at  the 

instance  and  request  of  the  said  G.  D.,  then  master  thereof,  was  received  by 
the  libellants  as  such  wharfinger,  and  moored  at  the  said  wharf,  where,  through 
the  care  of  the  lihellant,  his  agents  and  servants,  she  has  lain  in  safety  to 
the  present  time. 

Fourth.  That  the  lihellant  is  informed,  and  verily  believes  that  the  said 
G.  D.,  master  as  aforesaid,  is  preparing,  and  intends  very  shortly  to  remove 
the  said  schooner  from  the  said  wharf,  and  inunediately  to  proceed  with  her 
to  sea,  without  the  consent  of  the  lihellant,  and  without  paying  wharfage 
iherefor(a). 

(a)  In  the  case  ot  Johnson  v.  The  MWonoufffi,  Gilpin's  R,  101,  it  was  assumed 
by  the  late  Judge  Hopkirsom  that  the  removal  of  .the  vessel  from  the  wharf,  with 
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Fifth.  That  acoording  to  the  CDBtomaiy  rate  of  eompeuadon  pud  for  the 
wharfiige  of  such  TenelB  at  the  port  aforesaid*  the  libelant  is  well  enlalWt 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  to  demand  and  hare  [or  that  by  reason  of  &e 
premises  the  libellaitt  reasonably  deseryes  to  haye]*  for  the  wharfage  of  the 
said  sbooner,  of  and  from  the  said  C.  D.,  as  aforesaid,  or  from  the  owner  of 

the  said  schooner  the  sum  of (a) ;  and  that  neither  tha  said  master  nor 

the  owner  has  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof  although  often  requested, 
and  that  the  same  remains  wholly  unpaid  and  due  to  the  libellant. 

Sixth.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent] 


The  subject  next  in  the  order  in  which  the  several  subjects  of  ad- 
miralty and  maritime  jurisdiction  are  treated  of  in  the  first  volume  of 
this  w(H-k,  is  that  of  (Tontbacts  of  C!onsobtship.  The  case  in 
which  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  over  contracts  of  this  nature  was 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  as  we  have  seen,  was  a  proceeding 
by  petition  in  behalf  of  the  owners  of  a  vessel  between  which  and 
another  vessel  a  contract  of  consortship  was  alleged  to  exist,  in  virtue 
of  which  the  petitioners  claimed  a  right  to  a  certain  share  of  the  sal- 
vage which  had  been  awarded  in  the  same  court  to  the  latter  vesselt 
and  which  had  not  been  paid  over  to  the  salvors^  It  was  therrfore 
not  an  original  suit,  but  an  intervention  by  third  persons  for  their 
interest,  against  funds  in  court.  If  the  money  had  been  actually  paid 
to  the  salvors,  and  thus  placed  beyond  the  control  of  the  court,  it  may 

the  knowledge  and  eonsent  of  the  wharfinger,  extingmshes  his  lien  for  whaift09i 
but  he  held  that  if  she  is  afterwards  brought  back  without  fraud  or  force,  the 
lien  is  reyired. 

(a)  In  an  early  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Stort,  that  learned  judge  felt  himself 
constrained  by  the  force  of  authorities,  the  reasonableness  of  which,  however,  he 
professed  his  inability  to  understand,  to  decide  that  where  the  wharfinger  and 
shipowner  enter  into  a  personal  contract  for  the  payment  of  a  specific  sum  for 
wharfsge,  such  contract  supersedes  the  implied  lien,  which  whould  otherwise 
result  to  the  wharfinger  by  operation  of  law.  Ex  parte  LewiSy  2  Qallison's  R*} 
483,  485. 
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be  supposed  tidrt  a  Buit  in  the  admiralty,  inpersimam^  might  still  have 
been  maintained  by  the  own^s  of  tiie  consort  for  the  share  af  the  sal* 
yage  to  which  they  were  entitled ;  for  although  it  would  have  been 
but  equivalent  to  a  suit  at  common  law  for  the  lecofery  of  money  had 
and  received  to  the  use  of  the  libellants,  yet,  inasmuch  as  it  would 
have  been  founded  upon  a  maritime  contract,  the  admiralty  juris£o- 
tion,  it  may  be  presumed,  would  have  been  held  to  extend  to  the 
case.  Should  a  case  arise,  requiring  a  resort  to  this  form  of  remedy, 
there  can  be  little  difBlculty  in  firaming  the  libel. 

There  seem  to  be  sufficient  reasons  for  holding  that  no  mutual 
liens  arise  from  a  contract  of  consortship,  and  therefore' no  suit  in 
rem  can  be  maintained  for  their  enforcement. 


XV. 

PROCEEDINGS  FOR  THE  SURVEY  AND  SALE  OP  A  VESSEL,  AS 
UNFIT  FOR  SEA,  AND  UNWORTHY  OF  REPAIR. 

In  the  chapter  on  this  subject  in  the  first  volume  of  this  work, 
the  course  of  proceeding  for  the  survey  and  sale  of  vessels  is  briefly 
indicated ;  and  the  case  of  Dorr  v.  The  Pacific  Insurance  Company, 
7  Wheaton's  R.,  581  (5  Curtis's  Decis.  S.  C,  338),  is  referred  to  as  the 
authority  for  what  is  there  said.  The  report  contains  a  copy,  duly 
authenticated,  of  the  decree  of  condemnation  and  sale  of  an  Ameri- 
can ship,  pronounced  in  the  Vice-admiralty  Court  of  the  Island  of 
New  Providence ;  and  the  decree,  according  to  the  English  practice, 
recites  the  antecedent  proceedings  at  large.  This  is  the  only  accoimt 
I  have  anjrwhere  met  with,  of  the  forms  of  procedure  adapted  to 
such  a  case.  The  proceedings  seem  to  have  been  very  regularly 
and  properly  conducted;  and  I  can  in  no  manner  more  satisfactorily 
and  succinctly  convey  the  information  I  desire,  than  by  giving  a 
summary  of  these  proceediags,  and  subjoining  thereto  forms  for  the 
process  therein  referred  to,  and  a  few  other  brief  directions. 
*  The  petition  of  the  master,  John  S.  Thompson,  was  preferred  on 
the  8th  of  October,  1819 ;  and  set  forth  in  substance  that  the  ship 
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Holofem  had  departed  fiom  Wiscaaset  in  the  State  of  Maine^  on  the 
9th  of  September,  1819,  boond  on  a  voyage  to  Havana  in  the 
Island  of  Cuba.  That  daring  the  voyage,  she  had  encountefed  a 
violent  gale,  which  caused  her  to  leak  so  badly  that  the  master  was 
obliged,  after  the  crew  had  become  exhausted  by  labor  at  the 
pumps,  to  run  into  the  harbor  of  Nassau  in  the  Island  of  New 
Providence,  where  he  arrived  on  the  26th  of  September,  and  where 
the  ship  then  was.  That  after  unlading  a  part  of  the  cargo,  and 
examining  into  the  condition  of  the  ship,  he  conceived  her  not  only 
unfit  to  proceed  to  sea  again  in  her  present  state,  but  altogether 
unworthy  of  being  repaired.  He  therefore  prayed  that  a  warrant 
might  forthwith  issue  out  of  the  court,  *'  according  to  law,  and 
the  usage  and  practice  of  the  said  court  in  such  cases,  to  cause  the 
said  ship  to  be  surveyed  and  examined  by  persons  duly  competent 
in  that  behalf,  who  might  report  as  to  the  true  state  and  condition 
of  the  said  ship." 

Upon  this  petition  a  warrant  or  commission  was  issued,*  directed 
to  two  shipwrights,  and  another  person  late  a  master  mariner,  who, 
on  the  19th  of  October,  certified,  on  oath,  that  on  the  8th  of  Oc- 
tober they  repaired  on  board  the  ship ;  but  finding  her  no  more  than 
half  discharged,  they  could  not  then  proceed  to  examine  into  her 
state  and  condition.  And  they  further  certified,  *'  that  on  the  16A 
of  October,  the  ship  being  then  nearly  discharged,  they  were 
enabled  to  inspect  and  examine  into  her  state  and  condition  ;  and 
having  done  so,  minutely  and  diligently,  they  found  her  to  be  in 
a  very  leaky  state.;  and  having  at  the  same  time  caused  a  part  of  her 
inside  ceiling  to  be  stripped  off,  they  discovered  the  said  ship  to  be  in 
a  very  decayed  condition."  And  they  finisher  certified,  "  that  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  said  ship  was  altogether  unworthy  of  being 
repaired,  and  that  she  ought  to  be  condemned  as  being  unsafe  and 
imfit  ever  to  go  to  sea  again." 

On  the  20th  of  October,  a  "  libel  or  information  "  was  exhibited 
in  the  name  of  the  master  against  the  ship,  giving  '<  the  court  to 
understand  and  be  informed  "  of  the  facts  above  detailed,  praying 
that  justice  might  be  duly  administered  to  the  libellont ;  that  the 
ship  might,  by  the  decree  of  the  court,  be  condemned  as  unfit  for 
finisher  service,  and,  together  with  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and 
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furniture,  be  ordered  to  be  sold  by  the  marshal  of  the  court ;  aud 
that  the  proceeds  thereof  laight  be  paid  to  the  master,  or  his  agent, 
for  the  use  of  the  owners  and  proprietors  and  insurers  thereof;  and 
such  other  proceedings  might  be  had  and  done  in  the  premises  as 
should  be  agreeable  to  law,  and  the  style  and  practice  of  the 
Admiralty. 

Upon  the  exhibition  of  this  libel,  a  monition  was  issued,  returna- 
ble on  tlie  26th  of  October ;  when,  no  person  having  appeared  to 
show  cause  why  the  ship  should  not  be  condemned  agreeably  to  the 
prayer  of  the  libellant,  the  judge  havmg  considered  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings had  and  done  before  him  in  the  cause,  did  adjudge,  pro- 
nounce and  declare  the  said  ship  imfit  for  further  service,  and  as 
such  did  condemn  the  said  ship,  and  direct  that  the  same, 
together  with  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  be  forthwith 
sold  by  the  marshal,  and  the  proceeds  paid  to  the  master  or  his 
agents,  for  the  use  of  the  owners,  proprietors  and  insurers  thereof. 

The  address  and  commencement  of  the  Petition  may  be  as  follows : 

IN  ADMffiALTY. 

To  the  Jvdgt  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 

for  the  District  qf . 

The  petition  of  J.  W.,  master  of  the  ship  Desdemona,  now  lying  at  the 

port  of [or  riding  at  anchor  in  the  harbor  of ,  or  lying  aground  or 

stranded  at ^  as  the  case  may  be],  in  the  said  district,  and  within  the 

admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  aforesaid  court,  respectfully 
shows : 
First.  That,  etc. 

The  Warrant  of  Survey  may  be  in  the  form  following  (See  Mar- 
riott's Formulary,  passim) : 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ,  ss. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America :  To  A.  B.  and  C.  D., 
shipwrights,  and  E.  F.,  master  mariner  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  of  — , 
Greeting: 

Whereas,  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of ,  at  the  petition  of  G.  H.,  master  of  the  ship  Desdemona, 
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BOW  lying  at  the  port  ci  —  [or  riding  at  anchor  in  the  harbor  <rf ]% 

hath  decreed  the  said  ship  to  be  surveyed  and  examined,  to  the  end  that  ha 
may  be  advised  of  the  state  and  condition  of  the  said  ship,  and  eepecudlj 
whether  she  is  now  fit  to  proceed  to  sea;  and  if  not,  whether  she  is  wctthj 
of  being  repaired.  You  are  therefore  by  these  presents  empowered  and 
authorized,  and  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  that  you  forthwith  surrey, 
inq>ect  and  examine  the  said  ship ;  and  that  you  transmit,  together  with 
these  presents,  to  the  aforesaid  judge  of  the  said  court,  without  delay,  a  true 
and  perfect  certificate  in  writing  by  you  subscribed,  and  under  your  corporal 
oaths,  of  the  state  and  condition  in  which  you  shall  find  the  said  ship ;  that 
you  certify,  in  like  manner,  whether  the  said  ship  is  fit  to  proceed  to  sea ;  and, 

if  not,  whether  she  is  worthy  of  being  repaired.    Witness  the  Honorable 

^— ,  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court,  at ^  the  — —  day  of ,  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord  — .  L  J^  derli 

K.  L.,  Proctor. 

The  addzess,  c(»xmiencement  and  general  frame  of  the  Libel  will, 
of  couiBe,  be  the  same  aa  in  the  preceding  precedents,  except  that 
instead  of  the  words  *^doth  allege  and  articulcUely  propound  as  follows, 
to  wit,"  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  aeem&  to  render  it  proper  (in 
accordance  with  the  form  observed  in  the  case  of  The  Holofsm)  to 
say :  givee  the  qforescad  judge  (f  the  said  court  to  understand  and  b^ 
informed' f  as  follows,  to  wit : 

The  form  of  the  Warrant  of  Sale  may  be  a6  follows : 

•. 
UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ,  ss. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America :  To  the  Marshal  of  the 
District  of ,  and  to  his  deputy  whomsoever.  Greeting : 

Whereas,  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of ,  in  a  certain  business  civil  and  maritime  moved  and  prosecuted 

before  him  in  the  said,  court,  against  the  ship  l)esdemona  (whereof  G.  H.  is 
now  master),  now  lying,  etc  [or,  etc.,  as  in  the  petition],  her  boats,  tackle, 
apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their 
interest  therein,  hath  decreed  a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  sale  of  the  said  ship 
(justice  so  requiring) :  You  are  therefore  by  these  presents  authorized  and 
empowered,  jointly  and  severally,  and  you  are  strictly  charged  and  com- 
manded, that  you  expose  or  cause  the  aforesaid  ship,  the  Desdemona,  her  boats, 
tackle,  apparel,  furniture  and  other  appurtenances,  to  be  exposed  to  public 
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sale«  and  that  you  sell  or  cause  the  same  to  be  sold  to  the  best  bidder ;  and 
that  you  bring  or  cause  to  be  brought  the  money  arising  from  such  sale,  into 

the  registry  of  the  aforesaid  courts  on  or  before  the day  of next, 

for  the  use  of  the  persons  who  shall  be  entitled  thereto ;  and  that  at  the 
same  time  you  duly  transmit  the  account  of  such  sale,  subscribed  by  you,  to 
the  aforesaid  judge  of  the  said  court,  together  with  these  presents.    Witness 

the  Honorable ■  ,  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court,  at ,  the  ^— 

day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 

(Signed)     [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent.] 


XVI. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  BY  A  CO-TENANT  OWNING  A  MOIETY  OR  LESS 
THAN  A  MOIETY  OF  A  SHIP,  TO  COMPEL  HIS  CO-TENANT  TO 
GIVE  SECURITY  FOR  HER  SAFE  RETURN. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of . 

A.  B.,  ,  of         ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  brig  Proserpine 

(whereof  C.  D.  is  or  lately  was  master),  now  lying  in  the  port  of in 

the  said  district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this 
honorable  court,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  also  against 

E.  F.  of , ,  and  all  other  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their 

interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  possession,  civil  and  maritime.  And  there* 
upon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to 
wit: 

Mrst,  That  the  said  brig  is  a  maritime  vessel  of  the  burthen  of  ■■ 
tons  or  thereabouts ;  that  the  libellant  is  the  true  and  lawful  owner  of  one 
equal  moiety  [or  of  two-fifth  parts,  or,  as  the  case  may  be]  of  the  said  brig 
Proserpine,  and  the  said  E.  F.  is  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety  [or  remain- 
ing —  parts]  thereof. 

Second.  That  the  aforesaid  £.  F.  being  in  possession  of  the  said  brig,  and 
assumming  and  exercising  the  power  of  employing  her  according  to  his  own 
will  and  pleasure,  declares  it  to  be  his  intention,  and  is  making  preparations 

to  send  the  said  brig  on  a  voyage  to y  under  the  charge  of  the  aforesaid 

C.  D.y  who  has  been  constituted  master  for  the  said  voyage  by  the  aforesaid 
E.  F.  without  consultation  with  the  libellant. 
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Third.  Iliat  the  libelUnt  diupproret  of  the  said  contemplated  voyage, 
and  of  the  appoitment  of  the  said  0.  D.  as  such  master,  and  he  has  repeat- 
edly informed  the  said  K  F.  of  his  objections  thereto.  That  the  libellant  is 
willing,  and  has  repeatedly  offered  and  proposed  to  the  said  £.  F.  to  aeod 
the  said  brig  at  their  joint  expense  and  risk,  on  some  other,  shorter  or  les 
hazardous  voyage  [or,  aa  the  case  may  be],  to  be  mutually  kgreed  upon 
between  the  said  E.  F.  and  the  libellant,  and  under  the  charge  of  some  other 
more  competent  and  trustworthy  master,  to  be  by  them  jointly  i^pointed 
[or,  if  the  libellant  desires  to  send  the  vessel  on  some  particular  voyage, 
the  fact  should  be  so  stated]  (  but  that  the  said  E.  F.  utterly  refuses  to 
accede  to  the  wishes  of  the  libellant  in  this  behalf,  and  persists  in  his  afore- 
said design,  against  the  will  and  expostulations  of  the  libellant. 

Fourth,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellani  prays  that  a  warrant  of  arrest  may  issue  agunst 
the  said  Proserpine,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture ;  and  also  pro- 
cess of  moniUon,  commanding  the  marshal  to  cite  and  admonish  the  afore- 
said E.  F.,  part  owner  of  the  said  brig  as  aforesaid,  and  the  aforesaid  C.  D., 
master  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  persons  in  general  who  have  or  pretoid 
to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  therein,  to  appear  before  this  honorable 

court,  on  the day  of ,  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted  in  the 

said  process  as  the  court  shall  for  that  purpose  direct,  then  and  there  to 
answer  the  libellant  in  the  premises,  and  especially  to  show  cause,  if  any  they 
have,  why  the  said  brig  should  not  be  detained  in  custody,  and  not  allowed 

to  depart  from  the  aforesaid  port  of ,  until  good  and  sufficient  secuiity 

be  given  to  the  libellant  to  the  extent  of  his  aforesaid  interest  therein ;  and 
if  no  sufficient  cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown,  that  this  honorable  court 
will  pronounce  accordingly,  and  will  decree  the. said  brig  to  remiun  under 
arrest,  until  such  security  shall  be  given  as  aforesaid,  and  for  such  other  and 
further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  appertain,  and  the  court  is 
competent  to  give  in  the  premises. 

(Signed)  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent] 
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XVII. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  BY  A  CO-TENANT  OF  A  SfflP,  OWNING  MORE 
THAN  ONE-HALF  THEREOF,  TO  OBTAIN  POSSESSION  THEREOF 
FROM  HIS  CO-TENANT. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  DUtriet  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of 

A.  B.  of  -^ — , ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  schooner  Experi- 
ment (whereof  0.  D.  is  or  lately  was  master),  now  lying  in  the  port  of 

in  the  said  district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction 

of  this  honorable  court,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  -and  furniture,  and  against 
E.  F.  of  — ,  ,  and  all  other  persons  lawfully  interyening  for  their 

interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  possession,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon 
the  said  A*.  B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

First.  That  the  said  schooner  is  a  maritime  vessel  of  the  burthen  of 

tons  or  thereabouts;  that  the  libellant  is  the  true  and  lawful  owner  of  three- 
fifth  parts  of  the  said  schooner  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  and  the  said  K  F. 
is  the  owner  of  the  remaining  two-fifth  parts  thereof. 

Secona,  [Here  state  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  obliged  the  libel- 
lant to  institute  the  suit^  as,  that  he  is  desirous  of  sending  the  vessel  upon 
some  particular  voyage,  but  that  his  co-tenant  having  theretofore  undertaken 
to  act  as  ship^s  husband  or  managing  owner,  the  vessel  is  consequently  still 
in  his  possession  or  under  his  control,  and  that  he  refuses  to  agree  to  such 
voyage  or  to  allow  the  vessel  to  proceed  thereon ;  or,  that  he  is  employing 
the  vessel  in  a  manner,  or  threatens  to  send  her  on  some  voyage,  which  the 
libellant  disapproves,  and  that  he  refuses  to  desist  therefrom ;  or,  that  the 
libellant  lacks  confidence  in  the  master,  and  desires  to  substitute  another  in 
his  place,  but  that  the  master,  acting  under  the  orders  or  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  minor  owner,  declares  it  to  be  his  intention  to  resist  the 
will  of  the  libellant  in  this  respect,  and  to  continue  in  command  of  the  vessel, 
or  threatens  immediately  to  proceed  to  sea  with  the  vessel ;  or,  that  the 
vessel  being  now  a  registered  vessel,  the  libellant  wishes  to  surrender  the 
certificate  of  registry,  and  to  have  the  vessel  enrolled  and  licensed  for  the 
coasting  trade,  or  fisheries,  or  vice  verta^  but  that  the  minor  owner  (or 
master)  has  possession  of  the  certificate  of  registry  (or  of  enrolment  and 
license)  and  refuses  to  deliver  up  the  same  for  this  purpose,  and  threatens 
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immediately  to  Bead  (or  proceed  with)  the  Teasel  to  sea,  or  as  the  case 

maj  be.] 

HUrd.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  a  warrant  of  arrest  may  issue  against 
the  said  schooner  Experiment,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  fdmitare ;  and 
also  process  of  monition,  commanding  the  marshal  to  cite  and  admoniah  the 
said  £.  F.,  part  owner  of  the  said  schooner  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  C.  D., 
master  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  persons  in  general,  who  have  or  pretend 
to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  therein,  to  appear  before  this  honorable 

court  on  the day  of ,  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted  in  die 

said  process  as  the  court  shall  for  that  purpose  direct,  then  and  there  to 
answer  the  libellant  in  the  premises,  and  especiaUy  to  show  cause,  if  any  they 
have,  why  the  possession  of  the  said  schooner  should  not  be  delivered  to  the 
libellant;  and  if  no  sufficient  cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown,* that  this 
honorable  court  will  pronounce  accordingly,  and  will  decree  the  possessiiHi 
of  the  said  schooner  to  be  forthwith  deliyered  to  the  libellant,  and  for  such 
other  and  further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may  appertain, 
and  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises. 

(Signed)    [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent.] 

If  the  circumstances  require  it,  the  libel  may,  it  is  presumed, 
properly  contain  a  prayer  that  the  certificate  of  registry,  or  of  enrol- 
ment and  license,  or  the  license  of  the  vessel,  be  decreed  to  be 
delivered  to  the  libellant. 

In  cases  in  which  this  form  of  remedy  is  resorted  to,  the  minor 
owner  is  sometimes,  perhaps  generally,  himself  the  master;  and 
when  this  is  so,  he  ought,  of  course,  to  be  so  described. 

It  would,  it  is  presumed,  be  a  matter  of  course,  upon  the  demand 
of  the  respondent,  to  require  the  libellant  to  give  security  for  the 
safe  return  of  the  vessel  from  any  voyage  on  which  the  libellant  was 
about  to  send  her  against  the  will  of  the  respondent,  as  the  con- 
dition on  which  the  possession  should  be  delivered.  I  have  not, 
however,  deemed  it  necessary  to  specify  this  as  a  condition  on  which 
the  decree  is  to  be  prayed  for. 
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XVIII. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  BY  THE  OWNER  OF  A  MOIETY  OP  A  SHIP,  TO 
OBTAIN  POSSESSION  THEREOF,  FROM  THE  OWNER  OP  THE 
OTHER  MOIETY,  ON  THE  GROUND  THAT  THE  LATTER  REFUSES 
TO  EMPLOY  THE  SHIP,  OR  TO  ALLOW  HER  TO  BE  EMPLOYED  AT 
ALL. 

A  precedent  for  a  libel,  in  a  suit  of  the  nature  above  specified,  is 
omitted,  in  the  persuasion  that  the  last  precedent  will  be  found 
a  sufficient  guide  in  such  a  suit,  and  for  the  sake  of  economy  of 
space.  It  will  readily  be  seen  that  it  is  only  when  the  part-owner 
against  whom  the  proceeding  is  directed  is  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  vessel,  and  stubbornly  refuses  to  employ  her,  or  to  permit 
her  to  be  employed,  that  this  form  of  remedy  can  properly  be  re- 
sorted to. 


XIX. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  BY  THE  OWNER  OF  A  MOIETY  OP  A  SHIP,  FOR  A 
DECREE  OF  SALE  THEREOF,  ON  THE  GROUND  OF  IRRECONCILA- 
BLE DISAGREEMENT  AS  TO  HER  DISPOSITION  OR  EMPLOYMENT. 

In  the  chapter  on  the  subject  of  partnership,  two  cases  are  cited, 
in  which  the  power  has  been  exercised  by  an  American  court  of  ad- 
miralty, of  decreeing  a  sale  of  a  vessel  on  the  application  of  an 
equal  part-owner.  In  the  first  of  these  cases  the  power  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  questioned,  and  the  report  sheds  no  light  upon 
its  existence.  The  case  was  very  peculiar.  One  of  the  owners  had 
fraudulently  procured  a  sale  of  the  vessel  by  auction  in  another 
state ;  and  the  libellant,  who  was  the  other  part-owner,  ^<  prayed 
the  court  to  decree  a  sale  thereof,  in  order  to  have  a  division  of  the 
property."  The  court  being  of  opinion  that  the  purchaser  at  the 
auction  sale  obtained  a  valid  title  tg  one-half  of  the  interest  in  the 
vessel,  but  that  the  libellant's  interest  remained  unaffected  by  it, 
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decreed  a  sale  and  an  equal  diviaion  of  the  pioceeds(a).  The  only 
contested  question  appears  to  have  been  one  strictly  of  title ;  and 
conceding  the  power  of  the  court  to  decide  upon  that  question,  and 
to  decree  possession  accordingly,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  on  ^whai 
ground  the  court  was  authorized  to  decree  a  sale. 

In  the  other  case,  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  fully  discussed 
by  very  able  counsel,  first  in  the  district  court,  and  next  in  the 
circuit  court,  and  elaborate  judgments  were  pronounced  in  each. 
The  late  Judge  Hopkinson  declined  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction ; 
but  Mr.  Justice  WASHiNaTON,  on  appeal,  affirmed  its  existence,  and 
the  propriety  of  its  exercise  in  a  case  Uke  that  before  him,  cautiously 
limiting  the  doctrines  he  asserted  to  such  cases.  The  utility  of 
this  power  in  a  court  of  admiralty  seems  to  be  admitted  on  all 
hands ;  and,  to  the  extent  in  which  it  was  insisted  on  by  Mr.  Justice 
Washington,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  sufficient  ground  for 
doubting  that  it  will  be  upheld  'in  the  United  States.  The  particu- 
lar subject  of  disagreement  between  the  owners  in  the  case  here 
referred  to,  was  the  appointment  of  a  master ;  but  this,  Mr.  Justice 
Washington  was  of  opinion,  was  exactly  equivalent  to  a  disagree- 
ment with  respect  to  the  employment  of  the  vessel  alone,  each 
party  being  desirous  of  employing  her  in  some  mode.  It  happened, 
moreover,  that  one  of  the  part-owners  (Capt.  Levely)  was  also 
master  of  the  vessel ;  but  this  circumstance  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  deemed  materiaL  The  disagreement  was  considered  to  be  ir- 
reconcilable ;  and  this,  it  is  presumed,  would  be  regarded  as  an 
ingredient  essential  to  the  propriety  of  decreeing  a  sale  in  any  case. 
Several  circumstances  were  stated  in  the  petition  (that  being  the 
form  in  which  the  suit  was  instituted),  tending  to  show  the  fairness 
of  the  petitioners'  conduct,  and  the  unreasonableness  and  obstinacy 
of  that  of  the  adverse  party.  It  was  alleged,  that  seeing  their 
interests  prejudiced  and  jeoparded  by  the  conduct  of  Capt.  Levely, 
who  for  several  months  had  had  sole  possession  and  control  of  the 
vessel,  and  was  then  threatening  to  take  her  to  sea  again  without 
their  consent,  the  petitioners  had  repeatedly  offered  to  sell  their 
share  to  him  at  a  reasonable  price,  or  to  purchase  his  share  on  the 

(a)  Skinner  t.  The  Sloop  Hope,  Bee's  R.,  3. 
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like  terms ;  or  to  sell  the  entire  vessel  at  a. public  sale ;  or  to  send 
her  to  sea  on  a  designated  voyage,  under  the  charge  of  a  master  to 
be  agreed  upon  by  both  parties:  all  which  offers,  it  was  alleged, 
were  rejected  by  Capt.  Levely,  who  persisted  in  declaring  that  he 
would  take  the  vessel  to  sea ;  or,  as  it  was  subsequently  alleged 
in  an  amended  petition  in  the  appellate  court,  that  he  had  himself, 
without  their  concurrence,  recently  appointed  a  master  to  command 
her,  and  threatened  to  send  her  on  a  voyage,  under  his  charge, 
against  their  consent.  The  importance  of  these  circumstances  con- 
sisted in  their  tendency  to  demonstrate  the  irreconcilableness  of  the 
dispute  between  the  parties,  and  the  necessity  of  judicial  interposi- 
tion, provided  the  court  had  the  power  to  interfere.  They  were 
denied  by  the  answer  of  the  respondent,  who,  in  turn,  charged 
the  petitioners  with  having  refused  to  expend  a  dollar  upon  the 
vessel  when  she  stood  in  need  of  repairs,  and  with  having,  in  reply 
to  his  proposal  that  she  should  be  fitted  out  and  repaired,  declared 
that  they  would  rather  see  her  rot  at  the  wharf;  wherefore,  as  the 
respondent  alleged,  he  had  himself  repaired  her  at  great  expense, 
and  was  ready  to  proceed  to  sea,  when  he  was  stopped  by  the  pro- 
cess of  the  court.  The  evidence  fell  far  short  of  fully  establishing 
the  allegations  of  the  petitioners,  and  seems  not  to  have  shed  much 
light  upon  the  controversy.  Mr.  Justice  Washington,  in  pro- 
nouncing his  judgment,  states  Us  apprehension  of  the  just  inferences 
from  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  in  the  following  terms :  '*  I  find 
the  case,"  he  observed,  "  to  be  that  of  joint  owners  of  a  vessel^  having 
equal  interests  in  her^  each  willing  and  desirous  to  employ  her  in  naviga^ 
tionj  but  upon  his  own  terms,  and  neither  unlling  to  do  so  upon  any 
otherJ^  And  in  further  explanation  of  this  summary  statement,  he 
adds :  ^*  The  terms  on  which  the  appellants  desure  it  [the  employ- 

0 

ment  of  the  vessel]  are,  that  she  may  be  commanded  by  a  master 
of  their  appointment,  and,  at  all  events,  that  Levely  should  not  be 
her  master.  The  appellee  objects  altogether  to  these  terms,  and 
claims  to  take  her  to  sea  under  his  sole  command.  It  is  manifest, 
therefore,  that  the  differences  between  these  owners  is  not  whether 
the  vessel  shall  be  employed,  but  which  of  them  shall  be  entitled 
to  appoint  the  master ;  and  that,  upon  this  point,  all  prospect  of 
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compiomise  is  hopelen.  They  do  not  differ,  it  is  trae,  «b  to  tiie 
destination  of  the  vessel,  because  until  this  preliminaiy  matter  of 
disagreement  was  adjusted,  it  was  unnecessary  for  either  to  pro- 
pose, or  to  discuss  the  expediency  of  any  particular  voyage.  But  I 
consider  it  to  be  entirely  unimportant  to  the  decision  of  tiiis  case, 
whether  the  subject  of  difference  be  thd  appointment  of  the  master, 
or  the  particular  destination  of  the  vessel,  if  the  consequence  in 
either  case,  as  to  the  employment  of  the  vessel,  must  be  the 
same(a).'*  The  consequence  here  referred  to,  it  will  be  readily  seen, 
is  that  of  the  veaaePs  remaining  unemployed ;  contrary  to  ihe  maxim 
of  the  maritime  law,  that  *^  vessels  are  designed  to  plough  the  sea, 
and  not  to  lie  at  tho  wall/' 

Having  given  this  exposition  of  the  case  just  cited,  the  autiior 
deems  it  unnecessary  to  subjoin  any  precedent  for  a  libel  in  similar 
cases ;  not  doubting  that,  with  the  aid  of  tliis  analysis  and  of  the 
antecedent  forms,  the  pleader  will  find  it  easy  to  fi-ame  a  libel 
adapted  to  any  case  of  a  like  nature  in  which  his  services  may  be 
required. 


LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  TO  ENFORCE  THE  RIGHT  OF  POSSESSION  OR 
PROPERTY  IN  A  SHIP,  AGAINST  AN  ADVERSE  HOLDER. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  Diitriet  Court  of  the  United  States 

for  the  District  of , 

A.  B.  of J  ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  in  a  cause  of  possession,  civil 

and  maritime,  against  the  brigantine  Sylvia,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and 
furniture  (whereof  C.  D^  is  or  lately  was  master),  and  now  lying  at  the  port 

of in  the  said  district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdic^ 

tion  of  this  honorable  court ;  and  against  E.  F.,  of ,  and  the  said  C.  D., 

master  of  the  said  brigantine  as  aforesaid,  and  also  against  all  other  persons 

(a)  Davis  ^  Brooks  y.  Jlu  Brig  Seneca,  and  Levdy  part-owner^  18  Aner. 
Jurist,  486. 
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lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest  therein.    And  thereupon  the  said  A. 
B.  doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  foilows,  to  wit : 

[The  particular  circumstances  under  which  it  may  be  necessary 
to  resort  to  this  action,  it  will  readily  be  perceived,  are  Ukely  to  be 
widely  variant.  It  may  happen,  for  example,  that  the  possession 
was  originally  acquired  by  force  or  fraud,  vnthout  pretence  of  right; 
or  that  a  possession  originally  lavdul  is  wrongfully  withheld  from 
the  rightful  possessor  without  color  of  title,  as  a  possession  taken 
under  a  charter-party,  and  unlavduUy  retained  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  agreed  upon  for  its  restoration ;  or,  where  the  master 
refuses,  upon  the  appointment  of  a  new  master,  or  upon  the  demand 
of  the  owner,  to  suixender  the  possession  of  the  ship,  or  threatens 
to  sail  away  with  her  airainst  the  owner's  will.  In  such  cases,  a 
dmple  allegation  that  iTubellant  is  the  i^e  and  lawful  owner  of 
the  vessel,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof;  and  that  such 
possession  is  wrongfully  withheld  from  him  by  the  defendant,  is  all 
that  the  case  requires  or  properly  admits  of. 

But  it  may,  for  example,  also  happen  that  the  title  relied  upon 
by  the  libellant  has  been  recently  acquired,  and  that  the  party  in 
possession  does  not  choose,  on  account  of  some  supposed  irregularity 
or  other  insufficiency  attending  the  transfer,  to  admit  its  validity, 
and  therefore  refuses  to  recognize  the  libellant's  right ;  or,  that  the 
party  in  poesession  has,  by  some  fraudulent  means,  acquired  a  color 
of  title ;  or  has  in  good  faith  become  a  purchaser,  from  the  master 
or  other  pretended  agent  of  the  libellant,  acting  fraudulently  or 
without  adequate  authority.  In  such  cases,  if  the  libellant 
aware  of  the  grounds  of  resistance  to  his  claims,  it  is  certainly 
advisable,  though  it  may  not  be  absolutely  necessary,  to  set  forth 
in  the  libel  the  matter  of  excuse  or  defence  on  which  the  possessor 
relies,  and,  by  proper  allegations,  to  repel  or  avoid  such  matter. 

The  usual  allegation  of  the  truth  of  the  premises  being  subjoined 
to  the  statement  of  the  case,  the  libel  concludes  with  a  prayer  in 
the  form  of  that  at  the  close  of  Precedent  No.  17.] 
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LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  IN  A  CAUSE  OP  SALVAGE. 

|ln  the  broad  field  lying  between  the  case  of  useful  aasistanoe} 
rendered  in  good  weatheri  occupying  but  a  few  hquiB,  and  involv- 
ing little  or  no  danger — in  contributing  to  the  relief  of  a  sloop 
aground  upon  a  sandbar  at  the  entrance  of  a  harbor ;  and  that  of 
rescuing  a  disabled  ship,  in  mid-ocean,  from  impending  destmo* 
tion,  and  conducting  her  safely  into  port,  by  long  continued  heroic 
exertions  and  consummate  skill,  and  amid  appalling  dangers  which 
poetic  fancy  could  not  heighten  —  there  is  ample  room  for  an 
almost  endless  diversity  of  salvage  causes.  The  features  actually 
presented  by  the  various  cases  that  arise  in  the  courts,  are  accord- 
ingly exceedingly  diversified;  and  as  in  each  case,  the  circumr 
stances  by  which  it  is  characterized  are  to  be  truly  stated,  it  can  be 
of  little  use  to  fomish  the  pleader  with  a  single  precedent  adapted 
to  a  single  imaginary  case.  It  may  nevertheless  be  expected  of 
the  author,  considering  the  frequency  and  great  relative  impor- 
tance of  this  description  of  causes,  that  he  should  do  this ;  and  the 
following  precedent  is  accordingly  given.] 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 

for  the  District  of , 

A.  B.  of J ,  owner,  and  C.  D.  of f  master  of  the  schooner 

Alert,  hereinafter  mentioned,  as  well  also  for  the  several  persons  composing 
the  crew  of  the  said  schooner,  as  for  themselves  [or  else  insert  the  names  of 
the  crew,  stating  the  capacity  in  which  they  severally  served,  as  master, 
carpenter,  seaman,  cook,  etc.,  which,  though  not  the  more  iisual,  seems  to 
be  the  better  course ;  because,  at  some  stage  of  the  suit,  the  names  of  all 
who  are  entitled  to  share  in  the  salvage  must  be  brought  before  the  court  in 
some  authentic  form],  exhibit  this  their  libel  against  the  brig  Josephine 

(whereof  E.  L.  now  is  or  lately  was  master),  now  in  the  port  of in  the 

aforesaid  district,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this 
honorable  court,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  also  against 
the  cargo  laden  on  board  the  said  brig  at  the  time  when  the  salvage  services 
hereinafter  mentioned  were  rendered,  and  against  all  persons  lawfully  inte^ 
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vening  for  their  interest  therein.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D., 
as  well  for,  eta  [as  above;  or,  etc  as  above],  allege  and  articulately  pro- 
pound as  follows,  to  wit : 

Mrat.  That  on  the day  of ,  the  aforesaid  ischooner  the  Alert, 

of tons  burthen  (whereof  the  aforesaid  A.  B.  was  then  owner  and  the 

aforesaid  G.  D.  was  master),  and  having  a  crew  of men  besides  the  said 

master,  sailed  from  the  port  of  Norfolk,  with  a  valuable  cargo  of  flour,  on  a 
voyage  to  the  Island  of  St.  Thomas. 

Second.  That  while  proceeding  on  her  said  voyage,  to  wit,  about  —  o'clock 

of  the day  of ,  the  said  schooner,  being  at  sea  about 

miles  from  Charleston  in  South  Carolina,  with  the  wind  blowing  hard  and  a 
heavy  sea  running,  descried  a  brig  to  windward  with  a  signal  of  distress 
flying :  that  orders  were  thereupon  given  on  board  the  said  schooner  to  bear 
down  to  the  said  brig,  which  was  immediately  done,  and  she  was  discovered 

to  be  the  aforesaid  brig  Josephine,  of tons  burthen,  bound  from  New 

Orleans  to  New-York,  with  a  valuable  cargo  of  sugar,  and  navigated  by  the 
master,  the  mate, seamen  and boys. 

Third.  That  the  said  brig  was  in  a  leaky  and  almost  sinking  state,  having 
four  feet  water  in  her  hold,  and  the  water  fast  gaining  upon  her,  and  her 
crew  totally  exhausted  from  their  incessant  exertions  at  the  pumps. 

Fourth.  That  the  mate,  and  four  of  the  crew  of  the  said  schooner,  boarded 
the  said  brig  at  the  risk  of  their  lives :  that  a  consultation  was  held  between 
the  aforesaid  E.  L.,  master  of  the  said  brig,  and  the  aforesaid  C.  D.,  master 
of  the  said  schooner ;  when  it  was  determined,  on  account  of  the  wind  and 
other  circumstances,  to  run  for  the  said  port  of  Charleston,  distant  about 

miles  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the  mate  and  four  of  the  crew  of  the  said 

schooner  should  remain  on  board  the  said  brig,  to  work  at  the  pumps,  and 
otherwise  assist  in  the  navigation  of  the  said  brig,  which  was  accordingly 
done,  and  the  two  vessels  proceeded  in  company  for  Charleston  aforesaid ;  a 
light  being  hung  in  the  rigging  of  the  brig,  for  the  guidance  of  the  schooner 
during  the  night. 

Fiflh.  That  a  pilot  came  on  board  the  said  brig,  about  —  o'clock  —  of 

the day  of ;  and  about  —  o'dock  —  of  the  same  [or  other]  day, 

the  said  brig  was  safely  moored  in  the  harbor  of  Charleston  aforesaid. 

Sixth.  That  but  for  the  assistance  so  rendered  by  the  said  schooner,  the 
brig,  cargo  and  crew  would  most  probably  have  been  lost;  inasmuch  as  her 
crew  could  not,  from  their  exhausted  state,  have  kept  her  much  longer  afloat, 
nor  have  brought  her  into  port. 

[If  the  salvor  vessel  has  suffered  damage  in  performing  ihe  salvage  service, 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury  should  here  be  stated  in  a  distinct  article, 
as  a  ground  for  additional  compensation.] 
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Seventh.  That  tlie  said  A.  B.,  owner,  and  the  said  C.  D^  maater  of  the 
said  Bchooner,  and  the  crew  thereof  [or,  if  the  crew  are  named,  then  saj, 
the  said  libellants],  by  reason  of  the  perils  necessarily  incurred,  and  the  great 
importance  and  nature  of  the  services  rendered  -by  theq^  in  aaTing  the  said 
brig  and  her  cargo,  reasonably  deserve  to  have,  and  they  therefore  claim  a 
commensurate  reward  by  way  of  salvage  therefor. 

Eighih.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true.  , 

Wherefore  the  libellants  pray  that  process  in  due  form  of  law  may  israe 
agiunst  the  said  brig  Josephine,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and 
against  the  aforesaid  cargo  thereof;  and  that  this  houorable  covrt  will  pro- 
nounce for  the  demand  of  the  libellants,  and  will  decree  to  them  such  com- 
pensation and  reward  by  reason  of  the  premises  as  shall  appear  u>  be  just 
and  reasonable,  together  with  their  costs  and  expenses,  and  such  other  and 
further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may  appertain,  and  as  Uie 
court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premi9es. 

(Signed)  dbc,  [as  in  the  first  precedent] 

A  suit  in  personaniy  by  salvors,  against  the  owner  of  the  salved 
vessel,  may  also  be  maintained ;  and  when  by  reason  of  the  vessel 
having  been  permitted,  after  the  performance  of  the  salvage  service, 
to  proceed  upon  her  voyage,  or  for  any  other  /eason,  the  salvors 
choose  to  resort  to  this  form  of  remedy,  there  can  be  little  difficulty 
in  framing  the  Ubel  for  that  purpose. 


XXII. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  FOR  DAMAGES  BY  COLLISION  UNDER 
THE  ACT  OP  FEB.  26,  1845,  « EXTENDING  THE  JURISDICTION  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  COURTS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  CERTAIN 
CASES  UPON  THE  LAKES  AND  NAVIGABLE  WATERS  CONNECT- 
ING  THE  SAME." 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  StaUi 

for  th^  District  of . 

A.  B.  of  — ,  — : — ,  owner  of  the  schooner  Sylph,  hereinafter  mentioned, 
exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  steamboat  Vixen  (whereof  C.  D.  is  or  lately 
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was  master),  now  lying  in  the  port  of ^  in  the  distrioft  of  —  aforesaid, 

and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable  court, 
her  engine,  machinery(a),  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against 
all  persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  col- 
lision, civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  A.  B.  doth  allege  and 
articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

FiraL  That  the  said  schooner  Sylph  is  a  vessel  of  more  than  twenty  tons 

burthen,  to  wit,  of  the  burthen  of tons  or  thereabouts ;  and  at  the 

time  when  the  cause  of  action,  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set  forth,  arose, 
was  enrolled  and  licensed  for  the  coasting  trade,  and  was  employed  in  the 
business  of  commerce  and  navigation  between  ports  and  places  in  different 
states  and  territories  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  lakes  and  navigable 
waters  connecting  the  said  lakes. 

Second,  That  on  the  — i —  day  of  — ,  in  the  year ,  the  aforesaid 

schooner  being  tight,  stanch,  and  well  manned  and  provided,  sailed  from 
the  pore  of  Sandusky  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  with  a  valuable  cargo  of  wheat, 
on  a  voyage  to  the  port  of  Bu^lo  in  the  State  of  New- York. 

Third,  That  during  the  said  voyage,  to  wit,  about  eleven  P.  M.  of  the 

day  of ^  the  said  schooner  being  then  about  eight  miles  westerly  from 

Cleveland,  with  the  wind  blowing  hard  from  the  east-southeast,  and  the  said 
schooner  being  close  hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  her  course  lying  east- 
northeast,  R.  T.,  the  first  mate  of  the  said  schooner,  who  then  bad  the  watch 
and  was  the  commanding  officer  on  deck,  being  on  the  lookout,  descried 
lights  ahead,  and  soon  after  discovered  that  they  were  borne  by  a  steamboat 
approaching  the  said  schooner  in  a  southwesterly  direction,  apparently  about 
one  mile  distant,  and  then  bearing  about  one  point  on  her  lee  bow«  That 
as  soon  as  the  said  R.  T.,  mate  as  aforesaid,  had  discovered  the  approach  of 
the  said  steamboat,  he  informed  the  helmsman  of  the  said  schooner  thereof, 
and  order^  him  to  keep  her  steady,  believing  that  the  said  steamboat  would 
pass  her  on  the  larboard  hand.    That  about  three  minutes  after  the  said 

4 

order  was  given,  it  became  apparent  to  the  said  mate  that  there  was  ground 
to  apprehend  a  collision  with  the  said  steamboat ;  and  within  one  or  two 
minutes  thereafter,  he  became  satisfied  that  such  collision  was  inevitable, 
unless  proper  means  were  immediately  resorted  to,  by  the  persons  having 
charge  of  the  said  steamboat,  to  prevent  the  threatened  disaster.  Where- 
upon, the  said  steamboat  having  in  the  meantime  approached  within  speaking 
distance,  the  said  R.  T.,  mate  as  aforesaid,  instantly  shouted,  ""  Port  your 
helm!   Stop  your  engine!"  and  several  times  repeated  this  request,  and 

(a)  See  note  to  the  third  precedent. 
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continued  to  do  so,  in  a  lond  and  andiUe  Toioe,  nntil,  about  a  minute  aod 
a  half  after  first  hailing  the  said  steamboat,  she  stmck  the  said  sdiooner. 
stem  on,  on  her  laii>oard  bow,  and  so  gpreatlj  injured  the  said  schooner  that 
she  immediately  began  to  fill  with  water,  and*  in  spite  of  the  most  strenuous 
exertions  on  the  part  of  all  on  board  to  keep  her  afloat,  she  soon  thereafter 
sunk,  and  was,  with  her  cargo,  totally  lost ;  her  officers  and  crew  faaTkig 
with  difficulty  sayed  their  liyes,  by  getting  on  board  the  said  steamboat. 

Fcurth,  That  the  said  steaml^at,  by  which  the  said  damage  had  been 
done,  proved  to  be  the  Vixen  aforesaid,  under  the  command  of  6.  H^  as  mas- 
ter  thereof,  and  being  of  about  ■  tons  burthen,  bound  on  a  yoyage  £rom 
Buffalo  aforesaid  to  Detroit(a).  That  at  the  time  when  lights  were  first 
discovered  from  the  Sylph,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  Sylph  carried  a 
light  suspended  firom  the  outer  end  of  her  bowsprit,  which  remained  then 
until  she  was  struck  by  the  Vixen;  and  although  there  was  conaderable 
base  on  the  water,  the  said  light  could  easily  have  been  seen,  and,  if  she 
kept  a  good  lookout,  must  have  been  seen  by  her  at  the  distance  of  half  a 
mile,  or  at  least  of  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  and  yi  season  to  have  enabled  her 
to  give  way  for  the  said  Sylph,  as  she  was  bound  to  do,  and  thereby  to  prevent 
a  collision  therewitL 

Fifth.  That  if^  at  the  time  the  said  Vixen  was  first  hailed  from  the  Sylph, 
and  thenceforth,  she  had  had  a  proper  watch  on  deck,  the  warning  given 
by  the  mate  of  the  Sylph,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  must  have  been  d^^ 
tinctiy  heard  on  board  the  Vixen,  in  season  to  have  enabled  her,  by  pnttiug 
her  helm  to  port,  to  pass  the  Sylph  in  safeW ;  or,  by  immediately  stopping 
'  her  engine,  greatiy  to  diminish  the  violence  of  the  blow.  But  instead  of  so 
doing,  the  said  steamboat  Vixen  kept  on  her  previous  course ;  and  although 
she  was  running  at  the  rate  of  twelve  knots  an  hour,  her  speed  was  not  slack- 
ened ;  and  the  aforesaid  G.  H^  master  of  the  said  Vixen,  admitted  to  the 
aforesaid  R.  T.,  mate  of  the  Sylph,  soon  after  the  said  R.  T.  got  on  board  the 
Vixen,  that  her  engine  had  not  been  stopped. 

(a)  This  description  of  the  tonnage  and  voyage  of  the  collicUng  vessel  is  not 
given  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  esse  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
which  it  is  supposed  has  already  been  sufflcientiy  done  by  the  description  given 
of  the  libellant's  vessel  The  act  extends  the  new  jurisdiction  to  sU  **  matters  of 
contract  or  tort^  arising  tn,  upon  or  oonceming  steamboats  and  other  vessels,'' 
etc.  This  definition  is  supposed  unquestionably  to  embrace,  in  cases  of  collision, 
the  injured  vessel ;  and,  in  the  case  of  salvage,  the  salved  vessel ;  and  it  seems 
not  to  be  an  unreasonable  interpretation  to  considdr  it  as  embracing,  also,  the 
colliding  end  the  saving  vesseL 
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Sixth,  That  at  the  time  when  the  danger  of  a  oollieion  between  the  said 
Teasels  was  first  perceived  as  aforesaid  from  the  Sylph,  it  was  impossible  for 
her  to  get  oat  of  the  way  of  the  ^aid  Vixen ;  nor  were  tiiere  any  means  to 
which  she  conld  with  propriety  have  resorted  for  that  purpose. 

Seventh.  That  at  the  time  of  the  aforementioned  loss  of  the  said  schooner 
Sylph  and  her  cargo,  the  lib^ant  was  the  true  and  lawful  owner  of  the  said 
schooner,  and  of  her  said  cargo ;  and  that  the  said  schooner  was  of  the 

▼alne  of dollars,  and  the  said  cargo  was  of  the  value  of  '         dollars 

or  thereabouts ;  and  that  by  reason  of  the  careless^  negligent,  UBsJdlful  and 
improper  management  of  the  said  steamboat  Vixen,  and  of  the  collision 
thereby  occasioned  of  the  said  steamboat  with  the  said  schooner  Sylph,  the 
libellant  hath  sustained  damages  to  the  amount  of dollars  or  there- 
abouts, for  which  he  claims  reparation  in  this  suit. 

Eighth,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellant  prays  that  process  in  due  form  of  law  may  issue 
against  the  said  steamboat,  her  engine,  machinery,  boats,  tacUe,  apparel  and 
furniture ;  and  that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  the  damages 
aforesaid,  and  decree  the  same  to  be  paid  with  costs,  and  for  such  other  and 
further  relief  and  redxess  as  to  right  and  justice  may  appertain,  and  the  court 
is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises, 

(Signed)  [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent] 

For  dam^lges  by  collision,  a  suit  in  rem  and  in  personam  against 
the  offending  ship  and  the  master,  or  a  suit  in  personam  against  the 
master  or  the  owner,  may  also  be  maintained ;  and  there  can  be 
little  difficulty  in  adapting  the  foregoing  precedent  to  either  of  these 
forms  of  remedy. 


xxiu. 

LIBEL  IN  A  OAUSE  OF  DAMAGE,  BT  A  SEAMAN,  AGAINST  A  MAS- 
TER, FOR  ASSAULT  AND  BEATING,  OR  IMPRISONMENT. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  DietriU  Court  of  the  United 
Stateefor  the  District  of 

A.  B.  of ,  late  a  mariner  on  board  the  ship  Charlotte  (whereof  C.  D. 

of  — ^  is  or  lately  was  nuister),  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  said  C.  D. 
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in  a  cause  of  damage,  civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  libell^nt 
doth  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

FiraU  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  at  the  port  of ,  the 

said  ship  Charlotte,  whereof  the  said  C.  D.  was  master,  then  being  at  the 
port  of  ,  and  destined  on  a  voyage  on  waters  wiUiin  the  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States   and  of  this  honorable 

court,  to  wit,  from  the  said  port  of  '  to ,  and  thence  back  to 

the  said  port  of  .  ,  the  libellant  shipped  to  serve  as  a  mariner  on 
board  the  said  ship  during  the  said  voyage;  that  the  said  ship  soon  there- 
after proceeded  upon  the  said  voyage,  with  the  libellant  on  board,  and  in 
due  time  completed  the  same ;  and  that  during  the  whole  of  the  said  voyage, 
the  libellant  did  well  and  truly  perform  his  duty  on  board  the  said  ship  as 
such  mariner,  and  was  obedient  to  all  the  lawful  commands  of  the  said 
master  and  other  officers  on  board  the  said  ship. 

Second,  That  during  the  said  voyage,  to  wit^  on  or  about  the day 

of ,  the  libellant  having  the  day  before  been  accidentally  hit  by  the 

jib-sheet  block  on  his  right  arm,  which  became  thereby  so  severely  hurt  and 
lamed  as  almost  wholly  to  deprive  him  of  the  use  thereof,  insomuch  that  he 
could  not  move  his  said  arm  at  all  without  excruciating  pain,  the  said  C.  D.^ 
well  knowing  that  the  libellant  had  received  the  aforesaid  injury,  and  had 
thereby  become  disabled  as  aforesaid,  ordered  the  libellant  to  go  aloft  and 
assist  in  shortening  sail ;  when  the  libellant  respectfully  told  the  said  C.  D. 
that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  obey  the  said  order ;  whereupon  the  ssid 
0.  D.  immediately  knocked  the  libellant  down  by  a  violent  blow,  with  his 
clenched  fist,  upon  the  head  of  the  libellant,  and,  with  great  force  and  vio- 
lence, kicked  him  several  times,  and  once  upon  his  arm,  while  he  lay  upon 
the  deck,  whereby  he  was  greatly  hurt  and  bruised. 

Third,  That  afterwards,  during  the  said  voyage,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the 
day  of [Here  allege  any  other  assault  and  beating,  or  any  im- 
prisonment, which  may  have  been  inflicted  by  the  defendant  upon  the  libel- 
lant, and  of  which  he  sees  fit  to  complain ;  and  if  more  than  two  injuries  of 
this  nature  have  been  so  inflicted,  they  may  also,  severally,  be  aUeged  in 
separate  successive  articles]. 

Fourth,  That  by  reason  of  the  wanton  cruelty  and  unlawful  violence  to 
which  the  libellant  has  been  subjected  by  the  said  0.  D.,  as  hereinbefore 
alleged  and  set  forth,  the  libellant  hath  suffered  great  pain  and  distress  [and 
if  the  fact  be  so,  then  add :  and  his  health  was  thereby  greatly  impaired, 
or  was  and  still  i&  thereby  greatly  impaired],  and  he  hath  been  damnified  to 
the  amount  of dollars. 

Fifth,  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 
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Wherefore  tibe  libellant  praya  tibat  a  warrant  in  dne  form  of  law  may  issue 
to  the  marshal  of  the  said  district,  commanding  him  to  arrest  the  said  0.  D.^ 

and  hare  him  forthcoming  before  this  honorable  court  on  the day  of 

9  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  warrant  as  the  court 

shall  direct,  then  and  there  to  answer  the  libellant  in  the  premises(a)y  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  courts  of  admiralty  and  the  rules  and  practice  of  this 
honorable  court  in  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction ;  and 
that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  the  damages  aforesaid,  and 
decree  the  same  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  libellant*  with  costs,  and 
for  such  other  and  further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may 
appertain,  and  as  this  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises. 

(Signed)    [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent] 


XXIV. 

LIBEL  IN  A  SXHT  BY  THE  OWNER,  MASTER,  SUPERCARGO,  MATE, 
AND  ONE  OF  THE  SEAMEN  OF  A  SHIP,  AGAINST  THE  OWNER 
OF  ANOTHER  SHIP,  IN  A  CAUSE  OF  SPOLIATION  AND  DAMAGE(6). 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  qf  ihe  United  States 
far  the  District  cf . 

A.  B.  of  Matanzas  in  the  Island  of  Cuba,  merchant ;  0.  D.  of  the  same 
place,  master  mariner ;  £.  F.  of  ,  merchant ;  and  G.  H.  and  L  J.,  mari- 
ners, exhibit  this  their  libe]  against  E.  L.  of ,  shipbuilder,  in  a  cause  of 

spoliation  and  damage,  ciyil  and  maritime.    And  thereupon  the  said  libel- 
lants  allege  and  articulately  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 

First.  That  at  and  before  the  time  of  the  several  trespasses  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  above  named  libellant,  A.  B.,  was  the  true  and  lawful  owner 
of  the  brig  La  Isabel,  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  that  on  or  about  the 

(a)  As  to  the  insertion  of  a  clause  of  attachment,  and  as  to  the  process  of 
monition,  vide  supra,  the  prayer  of  process  in  the  second  precedent. 

(b)  It  seems  to  have  been  assumed,  and,  as  fiur  as  appears,  without  controversy, 
in  our  courts,  that  several  persons,  although  claiming  distinct  damages,  may  law- 
fully sue  jointly  in  this  firom  of  action.  The  defendant  is  to  be  held  to  bail  for 
the  aggregate  amount  claimed ;  and  the  sum  decreed  by  the  court  is  to  be  dis- 
tributed by  it  among  the  several  libellants,  according  to  their  respective  rights. 

68 
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dnj  of  — «  as  sncb  owner  as  aforoaaid,  be  dispatched  the  said  brig,  ladaa 
with  a  valuable  cargo  of  sogar,  •oflPee  and  cigars,  on  a  voyage  from  Matanras 
aforesaid  to  Portland  in  the  State  of  Maine,  under  the  command  of  the 
libellant  0.  D.  as  master  of  the  said  brig,  the  libellant  £.  ¥,  being  soper* 
cargo,  the  libellant  G.  H.  being  first  mate,  and  the  libellant  I.  J.  beii^  one 
of  the  orew  thereofl 

Second.  That  on  the  third  day  kftet  the  departure  of  the  said  brig,  as 

aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  — i —  day  of ,  in  latitude d^;reefl 

and  •^->-  minutes  north,  and  longitude  '  degrees  and  —  minutes  west, 
or  thereabouts,  while  the  said  brig  was  prosecuting  her  aforesaid  voyage  on 
the  high  seas,  the  said  brig  was  overtaken  by  the  schooner  Regan,  owned 
by  the  defendant,  the  aforesaid  E.  L.,  and  commanded  by  one  T.  A^  and 
was  boarded  by  a  boat's  crew  armed  with  muskets,  sent  from  the  said 
schooner,  and  beaded  by  a  man  who,  by  his  companions,  was  called  Samp- 
son, and  who,  as  the  libellants  understood  and  believe,  was  mate  of  the  said 
schooner. 

Third,  That  Upon  coming  on  board  the  said  brig,  the  said  Sampson  told 
the  libellant  C.  D.,  master  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  schooner  was  in  want 
of  provisions,  and  in  an  insolent  tone  demanded  a  supply  from  the  stores  of 
the  said  brig ;  and  upon  being  informed  by  the  said  0.  D.  that  the  said  brig 
had  no  more  than  a  sufficient  supply  of  provisions  for  her  own  use  during 
the  residue  of  the  voyage,  the  said  Sampson  replied  that  he  should  take 
what  he  wanted,  and  immediately  stationed  three  of  his  followers  on  the 
after-part  of  £he  deck  of  the  said  brig,  with  orders  to  shoot  the  first  man 
belonging  to  the  said  brig  who  should  offer  any  resistance  to  his  will. 

JFourih.  That  the  said  Sampson,  with  the  rest  of  his  crew,  armed  as 
aforesaid,  proceeded  to  plunder  the  said  brig  of  a  large  quantity  of  her  ship's 

stores,  of  the  value  of dollars,  and  also  of bags  of  coffee,  of  the 

value  of dollars,  and  of boxes  of  cigars,  of  the  value  of  ■ 

dollars,  composing  apart  of  the  cargo  of  the  said  brig;  and  not  content 
with  this,  he  entered  the  cabin  of  the  said  brig,  and  forcibly  took  therefrx>m 

—  dollars  in  specie  belonging  to  the  aforesaid  libellant  C.  D., dolhirs 

belonging  to  the  libellant  E.  F.,  and dollars  belonging  to  the  libellant 

G.  H.:  all  which  provisions,  coffee,  cigars  and  money  were,  by  the  said 
Sampson  and  other  persons  composing  the  aforesaid  armed  boat's  crew, 
carried  on  board  the  said  schooner,  and  have  never  been  restored  to  the 
libellants. 

M/tk,  That  while  the  said  Sampson  and  his  men  were  engaged  in  plunder- 
ing the  said  brig,  as  in  the  preceding  articles  is  stated  and  set  forth,  the 
libellants  G.  D.  and  E.  F.  repeatedly  remonstrated  with  the  said  Sampson 
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■ 

against  big  lawless  conduct ;  but  tbe  said  Sampeon,  instead  of  yielding  to 
sucb  remonstrances,  at  first  took  no  notice  thereof,  and  at  length,  becoming 
exasperated,  he  seized  the  libellant  C.  D.  bj  his  collar,  and  threatened  to 
throw  him  overboard;  whereupon  the  libellant  I.  J.  took  hold  of  the  arm  o^ 
the  said  Sampson,  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  him  from  further  violence 
upon  the  person  of  the  libellant  C.  D. :  that  the  said  Sampson  thereupon 
ordered  one  of  his  men  to  knock  the  sdd  L  J,  down,  which  he  immediately 

did  with  the  butt-end  of  his  musket. 

■ 

Sixth.  That  during  all  the  time,  which  was  about  one  hour,  that  the  said 
armed  boat's  crew  continued  on  board  the  said  brig,  the  said  schooner  Began, 
which  was  armed  with  two  small  pieces  of  cannon,  and  had  a  considerable 
number  of  men  remaining  on  board,  kept  within  pistol  shot  of  the  said  brig, 
while  the  said  bng  and  her  crew  were  entirely  unarmed. 

Seventh.  That  by  reason  of  the  acts  of  plunderage  and  violence  committed 
by  the  persons  in  the  service  of  the  aforesaid  defendant  K.  L.,  as  herein  before 
set  forth,  the  libellants  respectively  have  sustained  damages  as  follows,  that 

is  to  say :  the  said  A.  B.,  to  the  amount  of dollars ;  the  said  C.  D.,  to 

the  amount  of  —  dollars ;  the  said  E,  F.,  to  the  amount  of  —  dollars ; 
the  said  G.  H.,  to  the  amount  of  ^-^  dollars ;  and  the  said  I.  J.,  to  the 
amount  of dollars,  in  the  whole  amounting  to  the  sum  of  ■         dollars* 

Eighth.  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

Wherefore  the  libellants  pray  that  a  warrant  in  due  form  of  law  may  issue 
to  the  marshal  of  the  said  district,  commanding  him  to  arrest  the  said  K.  L., 

and  to  have  him  forthcoming  before  this  honorable  court  on  the day 

of  ■,  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  warrant  as  the  court 
shall  direct,  then  and  there  to  answer  the  libellant  in  the  premises(a),  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  courts  of  admiralty,  and  the  rules  and  practice  of  this 
honorable  court  in  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction ;  and 
that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce  for  the  aforesaid  damages,  and 
decree  the  same  to  be  paid  to  the  libellants  respectively,  according  to  their 
respective  claims  thereto,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  with  costs ;  and  for  such 
other  and  further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice  may  appertain, 
and  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises. 

(Signed)     [etc.,  as  in  the  first  precedent.] 

(a)  As  to  the  insertion  of  a  clause  of  attachment,  and  as  to  the  process  of 
monition,  vide  supra,  the  prayer  of  process  in  the  second  precedent. 
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XXV. 

LIBEL  OR  PETITION  BY  A  THIRD  PERSON  INTERVENING  FOR  HIS 
OWN  INTEREST  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  PENDENTE  LITE, 

(See  Role  xzxir.) 

An  intervention  by  a  third  person  |?ro  interesse  suoj  in  a  case  coor 
templated  by  the  thirtyfaurth  of  the  new  Bules,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  payment  or  satisfaction  of  an  independent«demand,  is 
virtually  a  new  suit.  The  intervenor  is  to  *'  propound  the  matter 
in  suitable  allegations ;"  and  this,  it  is  presumed,  be  may  do  by  a 
pleading  in  the  form  either  of  a  libel  or  of  a  petition,  although  the 
latter  form  is  supposed  to  have  been  heretofore  generally  resorted  to 
for  this  purpose.  But  whichever  form  tnay  be  adopted,  the  allegar 
tions  on  Hixe  part  of  the  libellant  or  petitioner  must  be  easentiaUy 
the  same  as  those  of  a  libel  in  an  independent  stiit. 

The  rule  provides  that  *^  the  other  party  or  parties  in  the  suit 
may  be  required  by  order  of  the  court  to  make  due  answer ;"  that 
is  to  say,  they  may  be  cited  in  the  usual  form,  and,  if  necessary, 
compelled  to  answer  as  in  other  cases ;  and  in  our  courts,  where 
pleadings  are  often  merely  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  without  being 
previously  exhibited  and  admitted  in  open  court  in  the  presence  of 
all  parties  concerned,  it  may  sometimes  be  proper  to  direct  a  special 
monition  to  the  libellant  in  the  principal  suit,  as  well  as  a  general 
one  to  all  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  property  proceeded 
against;  as  where  the  claim  set  up  by  the  intervener  is  such  as,  if 
valid,  will  entitle  him  to  equality  or  priority  of  payment. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1847,  ch.  55,  directing 
the  marshal,  upon  the  receipt  by  hun  of  security  from  the  claimant 
for  the  libellanf  s  demand,  at  any  time  aft^  the  arrest,  at  once  to 
discharge  the  property  arrested,  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the  court, 
upon  the  prayer  of  the  intervenor  to  that  effect,  to  award  a  new 
warrant  of  arrest,  to  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  further  detention  of  the  pifoperty ,  in  case 
such  security  shall  be  given ;  or,  in  the  event  of  the  discharge  of  the 
{»X)perty  firom  arrest  in  the  mean  time,  of  having  it  again  arrested,  to 
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answer  the  new  demand.  When  the  property  haa  already  been  dis- 
charged under  this  statute,  before  a  third  person  having  a  claim  origi- 
nally cognizable  in  the  admiralty  has  obtained  a  standing  in  court  in 
the  character  of  an  intervenor,  he  may  doubtless  institute  an  original 
suit  without  regard  to  the  prior  suit. 

The  Introduction  of  the  libel*  (if  that  be  the  form  of  pleading 
resorted  to)  may  be  as  follows : 

B.  S.  of ,  ,  exhibits  this  his  libel  against  the  ship  Sarah  (whereof 

G.  D.  is  or  lately  was  master),  now  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal 
of  the  district  aforesaid,  under  arrest  in  virtue  of  a  warrant  issued  out  of  this 

honorable  oourt,  at  the  suit  of  A,  B.  of , ,  in  a  cause  of ,  civil 

and  maritimey  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  ajid'^umiture,  and  i^aiust  all  other 
persons  lawfully  intervening  for  their  interest  therein,  in  a  cause  of  , 

civil  and  maritime.  And  thereupon  the  said  R.  S.  doth  allege  and  articulately 
propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

FinU  etc, 

The  Prayer  of  the  libel  may  be  in  the  form  following ; 

♦ 

Wherefore  the  libellant  pra^s  that  process  of  monition  may  issue  to  the 

marshal  of  the  district  aforesaid,  commanding  him  to  cija  and  admonish  all 

persons  having  or  pretending  to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  in  the  said 

ship  Sarah,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  or  furniture,  to  appear  before  this 

honorable  court  on  the  -»—  day  of ,  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted 

in  the  said  monition  as  the  .court  shall  direct,  then  and  there  to  answer  the 
libellant  in  the  premises,  according  to  the  course  of  courts  of  admiralty,  and 
the  rules  and  practice  of  this  honorable  court  in  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  [and  also  that  a  warrant  of  arrest,  in  due  form  of  law, 
may  issue  to  the  said  marshal  against  the  said  ship,  boats,  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture] ;  and  that  this  honorable  court  will' pronounce  for  the  libel- 
lant's  aforesaid  demand,  and  decree  the  same  to  be  paid  with  costs. 

PETITION  AGAINST  PROCEEDS  IN  THE  REGISTRY. 

(See  Rule  xliu.) 

In  cases  contemplated  by  ^^  fortyAlwri  of  the  new  Bules,  of  in- 
tervention against  proceeds  in  the  registry  of  the  court,  the 
proceeding  is  by  petition,  which  may  commence  as  follows : 
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IN  ADMIRALTY. 

To  the  Judge  of  the  Dietrid  Court  of  the    United 

Stateefor  the  Dietrict  of . 

R.  S.  of ,         >  exhibits  this  his  petition,  and  therein  doth  allege  and 

propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

Or, 

The  petition  of  R.  S.  respectfully  shows. 

Bat  iriuchever  form  may  be  adopted,  it  will  probably  be  foand 
most  convenient,  and  most  conducive  to  perspicuity,  to  state  the 
matter  in  distinct  articles,  as  in  a  libel :  and  the  claims  of  the  peti- 
tioner should  be  propounded  with  the  like  degree  of  precision  and 
fullness,  and  their  statement  should  be  followed  by  an  allegaticm 
that  the  property  in  question  has  been  sold  in  pursuance  of  a  decree 
of  the  Court  in  behalf  of  A.  B.  in  a  cause  of ,  civil  and  mari- 
time ;  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  have  been  brought  into  the 
registry  of  the  court ;  and  that  there  remains  [or  will  remain}  a 

surplus  of  such  proceeds,  amounting  to  the  sum  of ,  aftor 

satisfying  the  said  decree,  as  by  the  records  and  proceedings  of 
the  said  court  will  more  fully  appear. 

If  a  claimant  has  appeared  (who,  until  the  contrary  be  shown, 
would  of  course  be  entitled  to  the  surplus  proceeds  after  satisfying 
the  libellant's  demand),  he  ought  to  be  cited  to  appear ;  and  the 
petition  may,  in  that  case,  properly  contain  a  prayer  to  that  effect. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  may  be  as  follows : 

Wherefore  the  petitioner  prays  that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce 
for  his  aforesaid  demand,  and  will  direct  the  same  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
aforesaid  proceeds  so  remaining  in  the  registry  of  the  court  as  aforesaid,  with 
costs ;  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  and  redress  as  to  right  and  justice 
may  appertain,  and  as  the  court  is  competent  to  give  in  the  premises  [or,  if 
a  claimant  has  appeared,  the  prayer  may  then  be :  that  process  of  monition 
may  issue  to  the  marshal  of  the  district  aforesaid,  commanding  him  to  cite 

and  admonish  G.  H.  of ^  — — 't  ^ho  appeared  and  was  duly  admitted 

as  claimant  in  the  said  cause,  to  appear  before  this  honorable  court  on  the 

■      day  of       »  ,  or  on  such  other  day  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  process 
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as  the  court  shall  direct,  to  show  cause,  if  any  he  may  have,  why  the  afore- 
said demand  of  the  petitioner  should  not  he  allowed  and  ordered  to  he  paid  out 
of  the  said  proceeds  so  remaining  in  court  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  this  honor- 
able court  will  pronounce  for  the  petitioner's  aforesai4  demand,  and  direct 
tlie  same  to  be  paid  with  costs,  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief,  etc]. 

The  petition  must  be  verified  by  oatii  or  solemn  aflBrmation. 


n.  PLEADINGS  SUBSEQUENT  TO  THE  LIBEL— ANSWER. 

In  treating  (in  the  8th  chapter  of  this  volmne)  of  the  pleading  in 
an  admiralty  suit,  subsequent  to  the  libel,  the  author  has  already 
endeavored  to  afford  to  the  pleader  all  the  assistance  which  he 
deemed  it  necessary  or  expedient  to  attempt  to  render,  relative  io 
those  objections  to  which  the  defendant  may  sometimes,  though 
very  rarely,  .have  occasion  and  see  fit  to  resort,  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  libellant's  action,  but  which,  he  may  suppose,  do  not 
form  the  proper  subject  of  what  in  our  courts  is  known  under  the 
comprehensive  appellation  of  the  Answer.  To  the  above  men- 
tioned chapter,  therefore,  the  author  begs  leave  to  refer  the 
reader,  with  respect  to  such  exceptive  allegations.  The  general 
frame  and  requisites  of  the  answer  are  likewise  there  treated,  with 
nearly  as  much  fullness  as  is  compatible  with  the  plan  of  this  work. 
^  The  observations  already  made  concerning  the  want  of  precise 
rules,  and  the  prevalence  of  a  great  diversity  of  actual  practice, 
with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  libel,  are  true  also  of  the  answer. 

In  the  precedents  appended  to  Dunlap's  Practice,  the  answers 
as  well  as  the  libels  are  entitled  as  of  a  stated  term  of  the  court ;  but 
the  reasons  which  the  author  has  given  for  dispensing  with  this 
form,  in  the  case  of  the  libel,  are  equally  applicable  to  that  of  the 
answer.  The  answers  in  this  collection  are  also  prefaced  by  an 
Address  to  the  Judge.  This,  as  far  as  I  know,  is  peculiar  to  these 
precedents.    It  is  discordant,  moreover,  with  the  usage  of  courts 
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of  chanceiyi  between  the  fonn  of  prDcednie  in  which,  and  those  of 
the  American  courts  of  admiralty^  there  is  a  strong  similitade; 
and  though  there  may  be  no  serious  objection  to  such  preface,  it 
seems  not  easy  to  excogitate  any  sufficient  reason  for  its  adopti(ML 

There  is,  however,  another  form  observed  in  chanceiy,  whidi, 
though  I  have  met  with  no  evidence  of  its  having  been  hitherto 
adopted  in  the  courts  of  admiralty,  appears  to  be  equally  appropriate 
to  these  courts,  and  to  be  worthy  of  imitation ;  viz.,  the  well  known 
descriptive  heading  of  the  answer,  as  follows : 

The  Anstoer  ofO.  D.,  defendant,  to  the  BtU  of  CompkmU 
ILibeq  of  A.  B.,  complainant  \libakmi\. 

The  use  or  omission  of  this  caption,  however,  would  not  in  any 
respect  vary  the  form  of  the  commencement  of  the  answer  in  any 
other  respects,  and  its  sunple  adoption  or  rejection  js  therefore 
purely  optional  with  the  pleader.  The  prefixion  of  the  words  & 
Admiralty^  seems  to  be  equally  appropritate  to  the  answer  and  tiie 
Ubel. 

The  answer  is  the  defendant's  response  to  the  narrative  given  by 
the  libellant,  of  his  supposed  cause  of  action ;  and  the  twenty-seventh 
of  the  new  Bules  requires  that  it  "  shall  be  full  and  explicit,  and 
distinct  to  each  tq^arate  article  and  zeparait  allegation  in  the  libd^  in 
the  same  order  as  numbered  in  the  libd^^^  and  that  it  *' shall  also  answer 
in  like  manner  each  interrogatory  propounded  at  the  close  of  the 
libel."  This  plain  and  indispensable  direction  it  vnSl  not  be  difficult, 
with  the  aid  of  what  is  said  in  the  above  mentioned  chapter,  to 
follow.  If  it  is  necessary  to  insist  in  the  answer  upon  some  new 
matter  of  defence,  not  set  forth  and  controverted  6r  avoided  in  thA 
libel,  and  which  cannot  be  pertinently  introduced  as  responsive  to 
the  particular  allegations  thereof,  such  matter  is  to  be  introduced 
in  additional  articles  framed  after  the  manner  of  the  articles  of  a 
libel(a). 

In  suits  in  rem^  the  answer  is  given  by  the  claimant ;  and  a  claim 
may  be  put  m  either  by  the  owner  in  person,  or,  as  we  have  seen, 

(a)  Ab  to  the  mode  in  which  defensiTe  allegations  of  this  nature  are  to  be  con- 
tested, see  the  chapter  above  referred  to  in  the  text. 
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in  his  absence,  by  the  master,  consignee  or  other  agent.  The  claim 
may  be  given  separately;  and  as  its  validity  may  become  the 
subject  of  controversy,  this  would  seem  to  be  the  more  convenient 
course,  but  the  usual,  if  not  uniform  practice,  is  to  incorporate  the 
claim  with  the  answer.  When  this  is  done,  care  must  be  taken  to 
conform  to  the  27th  of  the  new  Rules,  prescribing  the  forms  of  the 
oath  by  which  the  claiih  is  to  be  verified. 

In  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  it  seems  to  be  the 
practice  to  recite  in  the  answer,  verbatim^  all  the  substantive  allegar 
tions  in  the  libel  or  summary  petition.  Thus  in  a  precedent  given 
in  MASBiOTT(a),  of  a  defensive  allegation  to  a  sunmiary  petition  in 
a  cause  of  wages,  the  proctor  for  the  respondent,  who  was  the 
master  of  the  ship,  is  represented  to  have  appeared  before  the  court, 
and  ^'  said,  alleged,  and  in  law  articulately  propounded,  as  follows, 
to  wit :  I.  Whereas  in  the  first  pretended  position  or  article  of  a 

certain  pretended  summary  petition,  bearing  date  the day  of 

,  given  in  and  admitted  in  this  cause,  on  the  paft  of ,  late 

joiner  and  mariner  on  board  the  said  ship,  an<I  the  other  party  in 
this  cause,  it  is  alleged  and  pleaded  in  the  words,  or  to  the  effect 
following,  to  wit :  That  in  or  about  the  month  of,"  etc. ;  and  then 
follows  an  exact  transcript  of  the  substantive  allegations  of  the 
summary  petition.  The  unnecessary  prolixity  of  this  form  of  answer 
renders  it  objectionable,  and  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  been  adopted 
in  any  of  the  American  courts.  In  another  respect,  also,  this  pre* 
cedent  seems  to  be  unnecessarily  prolix.  After  reciting  the  summary 
petition,  it  proceeds  thus :  '^  Now  the  same  is  therein  in  a  great 
part  falsely  and  untruly  alleged  and  pleaded;  for  the  truth  and 
fact  was  and  is,  and  the  party  proponent  doth  allege  and  propound, 
that  in  or  about  the  month  of,"  etc. ;  and  then  follows  a  repetition 
in  terms  of  that  part  of  the  summary  petition  in  which  the  voyage 
about  to  be  undertaken  by  the  ship,  the  shipment  of  the  plaintiff, 
etc.,  are  set  forth,  instead  of  a  mere  summary  reference  to  these 
allegations,  and  a  simple  admission  of  their  truth,  which  it  is  supposed 
would  be  sufficient.  Indeed,  this  summary  form  of  admission  is 
usual  in  suits  in  equity,  even  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in 

(a)  Marriott's  Formulary,  p.  279. 
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England,  where  brevity  is  leas  coDsolted  than  in  the  American 
courts.  • 

The  inexperienced  practicer,  in  iraming  an  answer  in  a  sait  in 
admi)ralty,  may  safely  have  recourse,  if  necessary,  to  the  precedents 
in  common  use  for  answers  in  chancery.  Indeed,  the  precedents  of 
answers  appended  by  Mr.  Hall  to  Gierke's  Praxis,  and  which  se^n 
to  be  copies  of  actual  pleadings  drawn  in  suits  conducted  by  dis- 
tinguished lawyers,  are  in  exact  conformity  with  the  chancery 
forms — commencing  with  the  usual  formula — saving  and  reserving 
all  and  all  manner  of  advantage  of  exception^  etc,  and  proceeding 
with  admissions,  denials  or  other  defensive  matter  introduced  by 
the  words :  And  this  respondent j  Jurdier  anxwervngj  saiiJu  But  Ihis 
introductory  formula  is  not  necessaoy,  and  is  not  supposed  to  be  at 
this  time  in  use ;  and  in  place  of  the  words  *'  further  answering 
saith,"  the  more  appropriate  phraseology  in  admiralty  is:  doth 
further  allege  and  propound.  Care  must  of  course  be  taken  to  comply 
with  the  twenty-seventh  of  the  new  Rules,  requiring  a  distinct 
reference  to  the  several  articles  of  the  Ubel,  and  a  response  to  each 
in  the  order  in  which  they  are  numbered  The  form  of  an  admisdon 
may  be  as  follows.:  That  it  is  true  [or.  That  this  respondent  has 
heard  and  believes  it  to  be  true]  that,  etc.,  as  in  the  first  [or  second, 
etc.]  article  of  the  said  libel  is  alleged  and  pleaded.  The  form  of 
a  denial  may  be  as  follows :  That  it  is  not  true  [or.  That  this  res- 

m 

pondent  has  no  knowledge,  information  or  belief]  that,  etc.,  as  in 
the  first  [or  second,  etc.]  article  of  the  said  Ubel  is  untruly  allied 
and  pleaded  [and  if,  as  will  generally  happen,  the  case  requires  it, 
then  add :  for  the  truth  and  fact  was  and  is,  and  the  respondent 
doth  allege  and  propound,  that,  etc].  When  matters  partly  true 
and  partly  erroneous  are  comprised  in  one  and  the  same  article  of 
the  libel,  and  are  so  blended  as  not  to  admit  of  convenient  separar 
tion,  as  may  firequently  happen,  in  causes  of  coUisipn  or  of  salvage, 
for  example,  the  re^nse  to  such  article  may  be  framed  thus :  That 

as  to  the  matters  contained  in  the article  of  the  said  libel,  the 

same  are  therein  in  great  part  falsely  and  untruly  alleged  and 
pleaded ;  for  the  truth  and  fact  was  and  is,  and  the  respondent  doth 
allege  and  propound,  that,  etc(a). 

(a)  Marriott's  FormuUiy,  284. 
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When  there  are  writings  upon  which  the  respondeirt  relies  for 
defence,  they  should  be  distinctly  referred  to,  and  their  due  execution 
asserted  in  the  answer.  In  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
copies  of  all  such  papers  are  annexed  to  the  defensive  allegation, 
and  are  called  exhibits.  Thus  in  the  precedent  above  cited  from 
Marriott's  Formulary,  in  a  cause  of  wages,  a  balance,  after 
deducting  certain  specified  advances  made  to  the  libellant  during 
the  voyage,  is  admitted  to  have  remained  unpaid  at  the  termination 
of  his  service;  and  the  defence  as,  to  this  balance  is,  that  soon 
after  the  arrival  of  the  ship,  tjie  plaintiff  being  under  the  necessity 
of  concealing  himself,  sent  an  order  to  the  owner  of  the  ship  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  balance  to  the  person  in  the  order  named ; 
that  the  same  was  paid  accordingly,  in  the  presence  of  two  wiir 
nesses ;  and  that  a  receipt,  witnessed  by  them,  was  given  therefor : 
copies  of  which  order  and  receipt  are  annexed  to  the  pleading,  and 
are  therein  referred  to  as  such(a). 

(a)  Marriott's  Formulaiy,  188  et  seq.  This  precedent  furnishes  a  striking 
example  of  the  extreme  prolixity  in  pleading  which  prevails  in  the  English  Court 
of  Admiralty ;  and  it  is  worth  while  here  to  insert  a  portion  of  it  as  a  matter  of 
curiosity,  and  as  an  example  to  be'«Toided. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  summary  petition  that  the  petitioner  had  heen  shipped  as 
a  joiner  and  mariner,  at  a  certain  rate  of  wages ;  but  that  during  the  Toyage 
(which  was  a  long  one)  the  carpenter,  who  was  shipped  sA  a  higher  rate  of  wages, 
died ;  and  that  the  petitioner,  at  the  request  of  the  master,  had  agreed  to  serve, 
and  did  serve  during  the  remainder  of  the  voyage,  as  'carx)enter,  and  tras  to  be 
paid  at  the  rate  that  had  been  allowed  to  the  deceased  carpenter.  The  defence 
set  up  in  behalf  of  the  owners  was,  that  there  was  no  such  request,  agreement 
or  service;  but  that  the  master  had  been  obliged,  at  an  intermediate  port,  to  ex- 
pend a  large  sum  for  carpenter's  work ;  that  the  petitioner  was  therefore  entitled 
to  no  more  than  the  rate  of  wages  at  which  he  was  originally  shipped,  and  that 
he  had  been  fully  paid.  After  stating  the  advances  made  during  the  voyage,  and 
\the  balance  remaining  due  at  the  termination  thereof^  as  mentioned  in  the  text, 
the  defensive  allegation  proceeds  as  follows :  ■ 
^— >  *^  And  the  party  proponent  doth  further  allege  and  propound,  that  soon  after 

the  arrival  of  the  said  ship [name  of  the  ship]  at aforesaid,  the  sidd 

being  under  the  necessity  of  concealing  himself,  to  avoid  being  impressed 

into  his  Majesty's  service,  did,  on  or  about  the day  of ,  and  with  his 

own  hand,  write,  subscribe,  superscribe,  and  send  a  letter  addressed  to  the  said 
and ,  desiring  them  to  pay  his  wages  to y  the  bearer  thereof;  which 
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With  these  explanations,  the  following  fonns,  it  is  beUeved,  will 
be  fonnd  sufficient : 

letter  wy  received  by  the  siid ,  who  told  the  said that  as  he  was  a 

stranger  to  them,  the  feaid ,  thej  must  decline  paying  the  sud  wages,  until 

they  receiyed  a  draft  from  the  sud on  the  proper  stamp  for  that  purpose  ; 

and  thereupon,  on  the ,  being  the day  of ,  the  sud did  with  hm 

own  hand  write  and  subscribe  a  draft  on  a stamp,  addressed  to  the  said 

and  company,  thereby  desiring  them  to  pay  the  bearer the  wages  due  to  him 

the  said from  the  ship ,  and  dedaring  the  receipt  of  the  said should 

be  their  discharge;  and  thereupon  the  sud and  company,  or  one  of  them, 

did,  on  the  said day  of ,  pay  the  siud the  aforesaid  sum  of , 

for  the  wages  due  to  him  the  stud ,  in  the  presence  of and ;  and 

the  said then  gaye  a  receipt  for  the  said  sum  of ^  endorsed  <m  the  said 

draft,  and  the  said and witnessed  the  same ;  and  the  said imme- 
diately or  very  soon  after  paid  the  said  sum  of to  the  said ,  who  hath 

seyeral  times  acknowledged  the  receipt  thereof.    And  the  parly  proponent  doth 

further  allege  and  propound,  that  after  such  payment,  the  sud seyeral  times 

went  to  the  accompting  house  of  the  said and  company,  and  conferred  with 

their  derk  on  other  business,  but  neyer  once  expressed  himself  dissatisfied 

with  the  payment  of  the  money  which  had  come  to  his  hands  as  his  wages,  or 

pretended  that  there  was  anything  further  or  more  due  to  him  from  the  said 

and  company,  for  his  seryice  on  board  the  sud  ship ,  or  any  other  account 

whateyer ;  and  this  was  and  is  true,  public  and  notorious :  And  the  party  propo- 
nent doth  allege  and  propound,  of  any  other  times,  and  of  everything  in  this  and 
the  subiequent  articles  of  this  allegation  contained,  jointly  and  severally. 

''  n.  That  In  supply  qf  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  next  preceding  article,  and 
to  all  other  intents  and  purposes  in  the  law  whatsoever,  the  party  proponent  doth 
exhibit  and  hereto  annex,  and  prays  to  be  hoard  read  and  inserted,  and  taken  as 

part  and  parcel  hereof, paper  writings,  marked and ;  and  prays 

leave  to  refer  to  the  parchment  writing  marked ,  now  remuning  in  the 

registry  of  this  court,  annexed  to  an  affidavit  of  the  sud ,  and  doth  allege 

and  propound  the  sud  parchment  writing  marked to  be  the' articles  of  agree- 
ment or  mariner's  contract  for  the  said  ship ,  mentioned  in  the  former  part 

of  the  said  preceding  article ;  and  the  said  paper  writing  marked to  be  the 

letter  vnitten  and  sent  by  the  said to  the  said and  company,  mentioned 

in  the  said  preceding  article ;  and  the  said  paper  writing  marked to  be  the 

draft  by  the  said ,  ot^the  Said and  compnny,  for  his  wages,  payable  to 

thd  aforesaid ,  the  bearer  thereof,  also  mentioned  in  the  said  preceding  arUdo ; 

that  the  names  ' '  and  ' ,'  subscribed  to  the  exhibit ^  were  and  are 

the  proper  handwriting  of  the  said ,  the  party  in  this  cause ;  and  he  did,  on 

the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  duly  sign  the  same,  in  the  presence  of  the  persons 
whose  names  appear  to  be  subscribed  as  witnesses  thereto ;  that  the  whole  series 
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1. 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  AN  ANSWER  BY  THE  OWNER  OF  THE  VESSEL 
PROCEEDED  AGAINST,  JN  A  SUIT  IN  REM^  WHERE  THE  CLAIM  OF 
PROPERTY  IS  INCORPORATED  IN  THE  ANSWER. 

DISTRICT  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA. 

DiSTRlOT  OF  — — -.: 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Answer  of  G.  H.,  owner  and  claimant  of  the  ship 
Helen,  to  the  Libel  of  A.  B.  against  the  said  ship. 

And  now  comes  G.  H.  5f , ,  owner  of  the  ship  Helen,  and  for 

answer  to  the  libel  of  A.  B^  against  the  said  ship,  doth  allege  and  propound 
as  follows,  to  wit : 

and  contents  of  the  said  exhibit  marked were  and  are  so  well  known  and 

believed  to  be,  by  seyeral  persons  of  good  credit  and  reputation,  who  have  fre- 
quently seen  him  write  and  subscribe  his  name,  and  thereby  came  to  know  and 
be  well  acquainted  with  the  manner  and  character  of  his  handwriting  and  sub- 
scription ;  and  that who  did  so  sign  the  said  exhibit  marked ,  and  write 

and  subscribe  both  the  said  exhibits  marked and ^  and the  party 

in  this  cause,  was  and  is  one  and  the  same  person,  and  not  divers ;  and  the  siud 

ship  mentioned  in  the  sud  exhibit  marked ,  and  the  ship ,  on  board  of 

which  the  said was  joiner,  and  many  times  mentioned  in  the  proceedings  in 

this  cause,  was  one  and  the  same  ship,  and  not  divers ;  and  this  was  and  is  true, 

public  and  notorious ;  and  so  much  the  said doth  know  in  his  conscience, 

and  hath  confessed  to  be  true :  And  the  party  proponent  doth  allege  and  pro- 
pound as  before. 
'^HL  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  were  and  are  true,  and  so  forth." 

» 

[The  exhibits  appended  are  as  follows :  ] 

(no.  — .) 
SIB, 

Please  to  pay  the  bearer my  wages  due  ftom  the  ship  -; — ^  and  you 

will  oblige  your  servant ;  and  this  receipt  will  be  your  discharge.  A.  B. 

To  Mr. 

(sMDoassn.) 

Received  ■■  the  sum  of  ■■,  in  full  of  the  within  note. 

Witness  present,  Per  C.  D. 

A.B. 

CD. 
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linL  That  the  said  G.  H.  is  the  true  and  bona  fide  owner  of  [or  of  one- 
fourtii  (or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be)  of]  the  said  ship  Helen,  and  that 
no  other  person  is  the  owner  thereof  (a). 

Seemd.  That,  etc 


THE  LIKE  WHEN  THE  CLAIM  IS  INTERPOSED  BT  AN  AGENT  OR 

A  CONSIGNEE. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

I%e  AMwer  qf  K  F.,  a^ent  of  G.  H.,  the  owner  [or  €f 
£.  F.,  the  eoneignee^  and  efaimant  of  the  ship  HeUn^ 
to  the  Libel  of  A.  B.  agatnet  the  eaid  ship. 

And  now  comes  E.  F.  of ,  — ^,  the  agent  of  G.  H.  of ^ ^i 

the  owner  [or,  R  F.  of , ,  consignee]  of  the  ship  Helen*  and  for 

answer  to  the  libel  of  A.  B.  against  the  said  ship  doth  allege  and  propound 
as  follows,  to  wit : 

First,  That  the  said  G.  H.  is  the  true  and  bona  fide  owner  of  the  said 
ship  Helen,  and  that  no  other  person  is  the  owner  thereof;  and  that  he  the  said 
E.  F.  is  dulj  authorized  bj  the  said  G.  H.  to  put  in  a  claim,  in  his  behalf,  to 
the  said  ship,  in  this  suit* 
Second,  That,  etc. 


IIL 
THE  LIKE  WHERE  THE  CLAIM  IS  INTERPOSED  BT  THE  MASTER. 

IN  ADMIRALTY. 

The  Answer  of  G.  D.,  master  and  ekdmant  of  the  Mp 

ffelerit  in  behalf  of  G.  H.,  iks  oumer  thereof ^  to  the 

Libel  of  A.  B.  against  the  said  ship. 

And  now  comes  0.  D.,  master  of  the  said  ship  Helen,  and  for  answer  to  the 

libel  of  A.  B.  against  the  said  ship  doth  allege  and  propound  as  follows,  to  wit: 

(a)  See  Rule  zxti.  of  the  new  Rules  of  Admiralty  Practice. 
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MnL  That  O.  H,  of ,         ,  is  the  true  and  bona  fidt  owner  of  the 

said  ship  Helen,  and  that  no  other  person  is  the  owner  thereof;  and  that  he 
the  said  C.  D.  is  now  the  master  of  the  said  ship,  and,  as  such  master,  has 
the  possession  and  is  the  lawful  bailee  thereof  for  the  said  G.  H(a). 

Second.  That,  etc. 


IV. 
COMMENCEMENT  OF  AN  ANSWER  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM. 

IN  ADMIRALTY.  *  * 

The  Answer  of  C.  D.,  the  defendant,  to  the  Libel  of  A. 
B.,  libellant. 

And  now  comes  C.  D.  of , ,  and  for  answer  to  the  libel  of  A.  B. 

against  him  the  said  C.  D.,  doth  allege  and  propound  as  follows,  to  wit : 
First.  That,  etc. 


V. 
CONCLUSION  OF  THE  ANSWER 

The  last  article  of  the  answer,  as  of  the  libel,  is-^ 
That  all  and  singular  the  premises  are  true. 

In  aU  the  American  precedents  of  answers  I  have  met  with,  this 
allegation  is  also  followed,  as  in  the  libel,  by  a  prayer,  which  con- 
stitutes the  conclusion  of  the  answer ;  but  in  the  form  of  this  prayer 
there  seems  to  have  been  the  same  diversity,  as  in  almost  everything 
else  pertaining  to  admiralty  pleadings.  The  converse  of  the  prayer 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  foregoing  precedents  of  Ubels  seems  to  be 
the  more  appropriate  form,  viz : 

Wherefore  the  respondent  prays  that  this  honorable  court  will  pronounce 
against  the  demand  of  the  libellant  in  his  aforesaid  libel  mentioned  and  set 
forth,  with  costs. 

(a)  See  Rule  xzvi. 
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The  form  used  in  the  nealiy  expressed  precedents  appended  to 
DuKLAP's  Practice,  is,  however,  quite  unobjectionable,  and  is  as 
follows : 

Wherefore  the  respondent  prays  that  this  honorable  court  would  be  pleased 
to  pronounce  against  the  libel  aforesaid*  and  to  condemn  the  libellant  in 
costs,  and  otherwise  right  and  justice  to  administer  in  the  premises. 

A  simple  prayer  that  the  libel  aforesaid  be  dismissed  with  costs, 
is  doubtless  sufficient,  and  is  one  of  the  forms  in  use. 

The  answer,  like  the  libel,  is  to  be  signed  by  the  respondent  and 
proctor,  and  sw^  to  in  like  manner. 

The  right  to  ajypend  intertogat(»ies,  it  will  be  remembered,  per- 
tains to  the  respondent  as  well  as  to  the  libellant,  and  the  form  for 
this  purpose  is  the  same  in  both  cases.  Vide  supra^  No.  1.  of  pre- 
cedents for  libels. 
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[  See  Rule  ii.    See  also  supra,  p.  128,  and  Marriott^s  Formulary,  330.  ] 

WARRANT  OP  ARREST  IN  PERSONAM. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

District  of ,  ss. 

The  Presideut  of  the  United  States  of  Amenca(a)  to  the  Marshal  of  the 
District  of •;  and  to  his  deputy  whomsoever,  greetin<^  : 

(a)  At  the  first  session  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Fehni- 
ary,  1790  (at  the  city  of  New-Tork,  then  the  seat  of  goTemment),  an  order  wis 
made  by  the  court,  "  That  (unless  and  until  it  shall  be  otherwise  provided  by 
law)  all  process  of  this  court  shall  be  in  the  name  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States."  No  change  having  been  made  by  law,  this  rule  has  continued  in  force 
to  the  present  day ;  and  although  in  terms  it  is  limited  to  the  process  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  the  form  prescribed  by  it  has  been  observed  in  other  courts. 
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• 

Tou  are  hereby  jointly  and  severally  empowered  and  strictly  enjoined  and 

commanded  that  you  arrest  A.  B.  of (a), (a),  if  he  be  found  within 

your  district ;  and  him  so  arrested  you  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest,  so 
thiskt  his  body  may  be  had  and  forthcoming  before  the  judge  of  the  District 

Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  District  of »  at ^  on 

the day  of ,  if  it  be  a  court  day,  else  on  the  court  day  next  follow- 
ing, at o'clock  in  the noon,  there  to  answer  unto  G.  D.  in  a  cause 

of (b),  civil  and  maritime,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf 

as  to  justice  shall  appertain ;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the  aforesaid  judge 
what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together  with  these  presents.    WHness(c} 

the  Honorable  — — .,  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court,  at ,  this day  of 

— -,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ,  K  F.,  Clerk. 

AonoN  TOB.S ((f). 

G.  a,  Proctor. 

(a)  These  blanks  are  designed  to  be  filled  with  the  place  of  residence  and 
occupation  of  the  defendant.  Rule  xxiii.  requires  the  libel  to  state  these  par- 
ticulars, and  the  spirit  of  the  rule  is  supposed  to  extend  to  the  process.  It  is  not 
intended,  however,  to  intimate,  that  the  process  would  be  vitiated  by  their  omission. 

(&}  The  nature  of  the  cause  with  which  this  blank  is  to  be  filled,  will  appear 
in  the  libel,  in  which  it  Lb,  by  the  twenty-third  Rule,  required  to  be  stated. 

(c)  The  Process  Act  of  1792  directs  that  ^  all  writs  and  process  issuing  from 
the  Supreme  or  a  circuit  court,  shall  bear  test  of  the  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  (or,  if  that  office  shall  be  vacant),  of  the  associate  justice  next  in  prece- 
dence ;  and  all  writs  and  process  issuing  from  a  district  court  shall  bear  test  of 
the  judge  of  such  court  (or,  if  that  office  shall  be  vacant),  of  the  clerk  thereof; 
which  said  writs  and  processes  shall  be  under  the  seal  of  the  court  from  whence 
they  issue,  and  signed  by  the  clerk  thereof."  The  form  of  the  test  given  in  the 
above  precedent  is  a  convenient  mode  of  complying  with  the  act,  which  is  sup- 
posed to  embrace  admiralty  as  well  as  other  process ;  and  no  distinction  is  known 
to  have  been  hitherto  made  in  this  respect  in  the  actual  practice  of  our  courts; 
The  conclusion  of  the  process  from  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  is 
as  follows : 

^*  Given  at  London,  in  our  aforesiud  court,  under  the  seal  of  the  same  for  causes. 

the day  of ^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord j  and  of  our  reign  the ." 

(See  Marriqtt^s  Formulary,  330.) 

(d)  The  sum  sued  for  should  be  truly  stated  here,  to  the  end  that  the  marshal 
may  know  for  what  amount  he  is'  to  take  bail ;  which  should  be  in  the  sum  speci- 
fied, together  with  such  additional  sum  as  is  proper  to  cover  costs,  one  hundred 
dollars  for  example ;  and  by  one  of  the  rules  of  the  District  Court  for  the 
Northern  District  of  New-York,  this  is  expressly  required  to  be  done.  (See  Rule 
11.)  This  form  of  process,  it  will  be  recollected,  cannot  be  issued  for  a  sum  ex- 
ceeding five  hundred  dollars,  without  an  express  order  founded  upon  a  sworn 

70 
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n. 

[  See  Rale  u.  ] 

"WARRANT  OP  ARREST  IN  PERSONAM,  WITH  A  CLAUSE  THEREIN 
TO  ATTACH  THE  GOODS  AND  CHATTELS,  CREDITS  AND  EFFECTS 
OF  THE  DEFENDANT. 

UNITED  STATES  OP  AMERICA, 
District  of ^  bs. 

The  President,  eto. 

You  are  hereby  jointly  and  severally  empowered  and  strictly  enjoined  and 
commanded  that  you  arrest  C.  D.  of  — »— ,  ■,  if  he  be  found  within  your 
district ;  and  him  so  arrested  you  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest,  so  that 
his  body  may  be  had  and  forthcoming  before  the  judge  of  the  District  Court 

of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the District  of ,  at ^  on  the 

day  of ,  if  it  be  a  court  day,  else  on  the  court  day  following,  at 

o'clock,  in  the noon,  there  to  answer  unto  A.  B.  in  a  cause  civil  and 

maritime,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf  as  to  justice  shall  apper- 
tain :  And  you  are  hereby  further  empowered  and  strictly  enjoined  and 
commanded,  that  if  the  said  C.  D.  is  not  found  within  your  district,  you 

attach  his  goods  and  chattels  to  the  amount  of dollars  [the  amount 

sued  for] ;  or,  if  no  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  G.  D.  be  found  in  your 
district,  that  you  attach  his  credits  and  eflfects  in  the  hands  of  [here  insert 
the  name  or  names  of  the  garnishee  or  garnishees,  and  his  or  their  place  of 
residence  and  occupation]  to  the  same  amount,  and  that  you  monish  and 
cite  peremptorily  and  personally  the  said  [here  iruert  the  name  of  the  ffomukee] 

libel,  or  other  evidence  showing  the  propriety  of  such  order ;  and  in  such  esse, 
the  order  will  of  course  specify  the  sum  for  which  the  process  is  to  issue.  In 
other  cases  the  amount  claimed  ought  to  be  made  known  to  the  clerk  by  the 
libel,  or  in  some  other  authentic  form.  In  England,  no  warrant  of  arrest,  either 
of  person  or  ships,  issues  without  an  affidavit  of  debt ;  and  as  the  process  is 
"  extracted  "  before  the  libel  is  «  given  "  (or,  "  impetrated  "  before  the  libel  is 
'^  perfected,''  as  the  more  ancient  phrase  was),  the  action  is  first  entered  with 
the  registrar  thus : 

"April  10,  1847. 
''Arrest  A.  B.,  now  or  late  master  [or  owner]  of  the  ship  or  vessel  called  the 

5  so  that  his  body  may  be  had  or  forthcoming  on  the day  after 

arrest,  to  answer  G.  D.  in  a  cause  of ,  civil  and  maritime. 

"Action  £ ." 
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r 

to  appear  before  the  aforesaid  judge  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  afores^d, 
then  and  there  to  answer  on  oath  or  solemn  affirmation,  as  to  the  debts, 
credits  or  effects  of  the  said  A.  B,  in  his  hands,  and  to  such  interrogatories 
touching  the  same  as  shall  be  propounded  on  behalf  of  the  said  C.  D.,  and 
further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf  as  to  justice  shall  appertain ;  and 
that  you  duly  oerdfy  the  aforesaid  judge  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises, 
together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


III. 

[See  Rule  11.] 

MONITION  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

BlSTBIOT  OP ,  88. 

The  President,  etc. 

You  are  hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded  that  you  monish  and 

cite  peremptorily  and  personally  C.  D.  of , ^  if  he  be  found  in  your 

district^  to  appear  before  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 

States  of  America  for  the  District  of  — ,  at ,  on  the day  of 

,  if  it- be  a  court  day,  else  on  the  court  day  next  following,  at 

o'clock  in  the noon,  to  answer  unto  A.  B.  in  a  cause  of civil  and 

maritime,  and  further  to  do  and  received  in  this  behalf  as  to  justice  shall 
appertain ;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the  aforesaid  judge  what  you  shall  do 
in  the  premises,  together  with  these  presents.  • 

Witness,  etc. 


IV. 

[  See  Marriott's  Formulary,  p.  326.  ] 

WARRANT  OF  ARREST  IN  REM. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ,  ss. 

The  President,  etc. 

Tou  are  hereby  jointly  and  severally  empowered  -and  strictly  enjoined 
and  commanded  that  you  arrest  the  ship  called  the  — '  (whereof  C,  D. 
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now  18  or  lately  was  master),  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  liinutare(a),  if 
she  shall  be  found  wilhin  your  district ;  and  the  same  so  arrested  70a  keq» 
under  safe  and  secure  arrest  until  you  shall  receiye  further  orders  from  the 
court,  or  the  same  shall  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law(&);  and  that 
you  <nte  at  the  premises  all  persons  in  general  who.  have  or  pretend  to  hare 
any  right,  tide  or  interest  therein,  to  appear  before  the  judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  District  oi  — • — ,  at 

— ,  on  the day  of  ,  if  it  be  a  court  day,  else  on  the  court  day 

next  following,  at  — »—  o'clock  in  the noon,  there  to  answer  unto  A.  B. 

in  a  cause  of ^  civil  and  maritime,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  thu 

behalf  as  to  justice  shall  appertain;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the  judge  of 
the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together  with  thesa 
presents.    Witness,  etc 

If  the  warrant  is  against  the  ship  and  cargo,  it  will  of  courae  be 
varied  accordingly ;  and  if  it  be  against  the  ship  and  freight  in  the 
hands  of  the  owners  or  consignees  of  the  cargo,  or  against  the  ship 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo,  it  should  contain  an  attachment  and 
citation  clause  similar  to  that  contained  in  a  warrant  in  personam 
against  credits  and  effects. 

[For  the  form  of  the  marshal's  return,  see  p.  154]. 


V. 

[  See  Marriott's  Formulary,  p.  328.  ] 
WARRANT  OP  ARREST  IN  REM  AND  IN  PERSONAM. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of  — ,  ss. 
The  President,  etc. 
Tou  are  hereby  jointly  and  severally  empowered  and  strictly  enjoined  and 

(a)  The  suit  may  also  be  against  the  ship  nnd  freight;  or  agamst  the  ship  and 
cargo;  or  against  the  proceeds  of  both  or  either.    (See  Rules  xii^xix). 

(&}  I  have  deemed  it  proper  to  add  this  last  clause,  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  March  3, 1847  (vide  eupra^  99),  which  entitle  the  claimsnt, 
on  giving  security,  to  an  immediate  release  of  the  property,  without  an  order  of 
the  court  for  that  purpose. 
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commanded  that  you  arrest  the  ship  called  the  — —  (whereof  0.  D.  now 
is  or  lately  was  master),  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  if  she  shall  he 
found  within  your  district  [or,  the  ship,  etc.,  etc.,  and  her  Areight  in  the  hands 

of  G.  H.  of , 1 ;  and  the  same  so  arrested  you  keep  under  safe 

and  secure  arrest,  until  you  shall  receiye  further  orders  from  the  court,  or 
the  same  shall  be  discharged  from  arrest  by  due  course  of  law ;  and  that 
you  cite  at  the  premises  all  persons  in  general  who  have  or  pretend  to  have 
any  right,  title  or  interest  therein,  to  appear  before  the  judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the District  of , 

on  the day  of ,  if  it  be  a  court  day,  or  else  the  next  court  day  follow- 
ing, at o'clock  in  the noon,  there  to  answer  unto  A.  B.  in  a  cause 

of y  civil  and  maritime,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf  as  to 

justice  shall  appertain ;  and  you  are  hereby  further  empowered  and  strictly 
enjoined  and  commanded  that  you  arrest,  moreover,  the  said  C.  D.,  if  he 
shall  be  found  within  your  district;  and  him  so  arrested  you  keep  under  safe 
and  secure  arrest,  so  that  his  body  may  be  had  and  forthcoming  before  the 
judge  of  the  said  court,  the  day,  hour  and  place  aforesaid,  there  to  answer 
unto  the  said  C.  D.  in  alike  cause,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf 
as  to  justice  shall  appertain;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the  judge  of  the 
aforesaid  court  what  you  do  in  the  premises,  together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


VI. 

[  See  Role  vui.  ] 

MONITION  TO  A  THIRD  PERSON,  TO  DELIVER  OVER  THE  APPUR- 

TENANCES  OF  A  SHIP. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

DiSTBICT  OP  ■,  88. 

The  President,  etc 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of  ■  ,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 
prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 

,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.,  against  the  ship  called  the  — — ,  her  boats,  tackle, 

apparel  and  furniture,  at  the  petition  of  the  said  A.  B.,  alleging  that  the 
said  boats,  tackle  apparel  and  furniture  [or  some  part  of  them,  to  be  specified 
according  to  the  £ut]  of  the  said  ship,  were  in  the  possession  or  custody  of 
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E.  F.  of  »         ,  the  said  court,  on  the day  of  — ,  decreed  tlie 

said  E.  F.  to  be  monished,  cited  and  called  to  judgment  at  the  time  and  plaoe 
underirritten,  and,  to  the  effect  hereinafter  expressed :  You  are  ther^re 
hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  jointly  and  seyerallj,  ihat  yoa 
monish  and  cite  perbmptorilf  the  said  £•  F.  to  appear  before  the  judge  of  the 
said  court,  at ,  on  the day  of ,  at o'clodc  in  the 


noon,  then  and  there  to  show  cause,  if  any  he  have,  why  the  aaid  boata, 
tackle,  etc  [as  above],  should  not  be  decreed  to  be  delivered  over  to  yoii  the 
said  marshal  or  deputy^  and  to  do  and  receive  as  to  justice  shall  appertain ; 
and  that  you  duly  certify  the  aforesaid  judge  what  you  shall  do  in  the 
premisesy  together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


VII. 
[  See  Rule  viii.    See  also  Marriott's  Formulary,  352.] 

ATTACHMENT  FOR  NOT  DELIVBRING  OVER  THE  TACKLE,  &c^  OF 

A  SHIP. 

UNITED  STATES  OP  AMERICA, 

DiSTRIOT  OF  ,   BS. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of  ,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 

prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 

,  on  behalf  of  A.  6.,  against  the  ship  called  the        ',  her  boats,  tackle, 

apparel  and  furniture,  the  said  court,  on  the day  of ^  decreed  a 

monition  to  issue  to.E.  F.  of , ,  having  the  said  boats^  tadde,  etc.« 

in  his  possession  or  custody,  to  appear,  before  the  said  court,  at ^  on  the 

day  of y  to  show  causci  if  any  he  had,  why  the  said  boats,  tackle, 

etc.,  should  not  be  decreed  to  be  delivered  over  to  you  the  said  marshal  or 
deputy,  and  to  do  and  receite  as  to  justice  should  appertain.    And  whereas, 

a  monition  to  the  effect  aforesaid  issued  accordingly,  which  was,  on  the 

day  of ,  by  you  the  said  marshal  [or  by  C.  D.,  your  deputy]  returned, 

with  a  certificate  thereon  endorsed,  that  the  same  had  been  duly  executed, 

on  the day  of ^  by  showing  the  same  under  seal  to  him  the  said 

E.  F.,  and  by  leaving  with  him  a  copy  thereof.    Whereupon,  no  suflScient 

cause  to  the  contrary  being  shown,  the  aforesaid  court,  on  the day  of 

,  decreed  the  said  boats,  tackle,  etc.,  to  be  by  the  said  K  F.  forthwith 

[or,  on  or  before  the day  of ]  delivered  over  as  aforesaid.    And 
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whereas,  the  said  E.  F.  having  neglected  to  comply  with  the  said  decree,  the 

aforesaid  court,  on  the day  of ,  decreed  him,  the  said  E.  F.,  to  be 

attached  for  his  contempt  in  not  delivering  over  the  said  boats,  tackle, 
etc.,  pursuant  to  the  said  decree  (justice  so  requiring) :  You  are  therefore 
hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  joiatly  and  severally,  that  you 
attach  and  arrest  the  said  £.  F^  if  he  be  found  within  your  district ;  and 
him  80  attached  and  arrested  you  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest  until  he 
shall  have  delivered  over  to  you  the  said  boats,  tackle,  etc,  pursuant  to  the 
said  decree ;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what 
you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc 


vni. 
[  See  Marriott's  Formulaiy,  366.  ] 

WARRANT  TO  DELIVER  A  SHIP  TO  PART-OWNERS  HAVING  THE 
MAJORITY  Ot  INTEREST  THEREIN,   CALLED  IN  THE   ENGLISH 

PRACTICE  A  «  DECREE  OF  POSSESSION." 

« 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of  — ,  ss. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  or  business,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 
prosecuted  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 

of ,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.,  owner  of parts  of  the  ship  or  vessel 

oalled  the ,  against  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and 

against  C.  D.  the  master,  and  E.  F.  the  owner  of parts  of  the  said 

ship,  and  all  others  having  or  pretending  to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest 

therein,  on  the day  of         ,  the  aforesaid  court  decreed  the  possession 

of  the  said  ship  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  A.  B.,  owner  of parts 

thereof,  and  having  a  majority  of  interest  therehi,  or  to  his  lawful  attorney, 
for  his  use ;  and  it  being  alleged  that  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  or  one  of 
them,  are  in  possession  of  the  register  belonging  to  the  said  ship  or  vessel, 
the  said  court  further  decreed  a  monition  to  issue  against  them,  to  deliver 
up  the  same  unto  the  said  A.  B.(a) :  You  are  therefore  by  these  presents 

(a)  As  this  process  looks  only  to  the  delivery  of  the  ship,  this  reference  to 
the  part  of  the  decree  relating  to  the  re^ster  seems  unnecessary.  The  delivery 
of  the  register  is  enforced  by  a  separate  process  of  monition  (see  the  next  preoe* 
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authorized  and  empowered,  jointlj  and  wveniljp  and  strieClj  charged  and 
commanded,  to  release  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  fuznitaie, 
from  the  arrest  made  in  this  behalf^  and  to  deUver  the  possesnon  thereof  to 
the  said  A.  6.,  owner  of  parts  thereof  and  having  a  minority  of  interest 

therein^  or  to  his  htwftil  attorney,  for  his  use ;  and  hereof  fidl  not. 
Witness,  etc  [as  in  the  Ust  precedent] 


[See  Marriott's  Formulary,  337.] 

MONITION  TO  DBLIVBR  UP  SHIP'S  REGISTER,  AT  THE  PETITIOjr  OF 
THE  OWNER  OF  A  MAJORITT  OP  INTEREST.  ' 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ^  ss. 

The  President,  etc(a). 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  or  husinees,  dvil  and  maritime,  moved  and 
prosecuted  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for 

the  Dbtrict  of ,  on  behalf  of  A«  B.,  owner  of parts  of  the  ship 

called  the  ,  against  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  fiimituiei 
and  against  C.  D.  the  master,  and  £•  F.  the  owner  of parts  of  the 

dent),  to  be  followed,  if  necessaiy,  by  attachment.  No  objection,  however,  is 
peroeiyed  to  a  union  of  this  warrant  and  the  monition,  in  which  case  the  redtil 
oonceming  the  register  would  of  course  be  proper.  I  have  deemed  it  expedient, 
therefore,  to  follow  the  precedents,  as  giyen  in  MARaiorr.  The  direction  of  the 
monition  in  England  (see  note  to  the  next  precedent)  being  different  from  thst 
of  the  warrant,  that  circumstance  may  furnish  a  reason  for  the  separation  of  the 
two  processes  which  does  not  exist  here. 

(a)  For  the  purpose,  as  I  presume,  of  rendering  this  process  more  efiective^ 
and  upon  the  presumption  also  that  the  person  or  persons  who  are  supposed  to  be 
in  poRsession  of  the  register  are  not,  or  may  not  be,  in  England,  the  process  from 
the  Hi^  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  is  directed  not  only  to  the  marshal  of 
Aat  court,  but  also  to  all  justices  of  the  peace,  mayors,  sheri£%,  constables,  ete^^ 
to  the  officers  of  the  colonial  yice-admiralty  courts,  and  to  all  other  officers, 
ministers,  etc. ;  and  it  is  doubtless  in  hct  sent  to  as  many  of  them  as  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  esse  ace  supposed  to  require.  Disobedience  to  this  process, 
without  sufficient  cause  shown,  would  of  course  be  followed  by  an  attachment, 
as  in  the  esse  of  a  refusal  to  deHyer  sppurtenances.  ^  See  Nos.  6  and  7. 
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aaid  ship  in  special,  and  all  others  in  general,  the  said  court,  on  the 

daj  of ,  decreed  the  possession  of  the  q|d  ship  to  be  delivered  to  the 

said  A.  B.,  owner  of parte  thereof,  an<f  having  the  majority  of  interest 

therein,  or  to  his  lavrful  attorney  for  his  use ;  and  it  being  alleged  that  the 
said  C.  p.  and  £.  F.,  or  one  of  them,  are  in  possession  of  the  register  b^ 
longing  to  the  said  ship,  the  said  court  further  decreed  a  monition  to  issue 
againt  them,  to  deliver  up  the  same  unto  the  said  A.  6. :  You  are  therefore  by 
these  presents  authorized  and  empowered,  jointly  and  severally,  and  strictly 
charged  and  commanded,  that  you  monish  and  cite  peremptorily  and  per- 
sonally the  said  0.  D.  and  £.  F.  to  deliver  up  the  register  belonging  to  the 
said  ship  unto  the  sidd  A.  B.,  or  his  lawful  attorney,  inmiediately  after  the 
execution  of  these  presents  upon  them  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  under  pain 
of  the  law  and  the  peril  which  may  fall  thereon ;  and  that  you  duly  certify  the 
judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together 
with  these  presents.  ^ 

Witness,  etc. 


[  See  Rule  zi. ;  and  Marriott's  Formulary,  340.  ] 

MONITION  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  AGAINST  THE  SALE  OP  A  SHIP 
PENDENTE  LITE,  CALLED  IN  THE  ENGLISH  ADMIRALTY  A 
«  PERISHABLE  MONITION." 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

BiSTBICT  OF ,  88. 

The  President,  eta 

Whereas*  in  a  certain  cause  of         ,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prose 
cuted  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 

district  of J  on  behalf  of  A.  6.  against  the  ship  called  the ,  her 

boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  at  the  petition  of  the  said  A.  6«  [or,  of 
the  said  C.  D^  the  claimant  of  the  said  ship,  etc.],  alleging  that  the  said 
ship,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  are  in  a  perishable  condition,  and  cannot 
be  preserved  without  damage  and  great  expense,  the  aforesaid  court,  on  the 

day  of ,  decreed  all  persons  in  general  who  have  or  pretend  to 

have  any  right,  title  or  interest  in  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and 
furniture,  to  be  monished,  cited  and  called  to  judgment  at  the  time  and  place 
underwitten,  and  to  the  effect  hereafter  expressed :  You  are  therefore  strictly 

71 
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chaiged  and  oommanded,  jointlj  and  aeverallj,  that  yon  moniah  and  ^te 
peremptorily  all  peraons  in  general  who  hare  or  pretend  to  have  any  right* 
title  or  interest  in  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  fomiture,  to  appear 

before  the  judge  of  the  said  court  at ^  on  the day  of ,  at 

— -  o'clock  in  the noon;  then  and  there  to  show  canse  why  the  aaid 

ship,  her  tackle»  apparel  and  fomiture,  should  not  be  exposed  to  public  sale  and 
sold  to  the  best  bidder,  and  the  money  prooeeding  from  the  sale  thereof  be 
brought  into  the  registry  of  the  aforesaid  court,  for  the  use  of  the  peraons 
interested  therein ;  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf,  as  to  jualiee 
shall  appertain ;  and  that  you  intimate  moreover  peremptorily  unto  all  per^ 
sons  in  general  as  aforesaid  (to  whom  it  is  also  by  these  presents  intimated), 
that  if  they  do  not  appear  at  the  time  and  place  above  mentioned*  or, 
appearing,  do  not  show  a  reasonable  and  lawful  cause  to  the  contrary,  the 
aforesaid  court  doth  intend  to  decree  and  will  decree  the  said  ship,  her  tacUe, 
apparel  and  furniture,  to  be  exposed  to  public  sale,  and  sold  to  the  best 
bidder,  and  the  money  proceeding  from  the  sale  thereof  to  be  brought  into 
the  regbtry  of  the  aforesaid  court,  for  the  use  of  the  persons  interested 
therein ;  and  further  to  do  all  other  things  in  the  aforesaid  cause  as  the  law 
requires  in  that' behalf,  the  absence  or  rather  contumacy  of  the  persans  so 
cited  and  intimated  in  any  wise  notwithstanding ;  and  that  you  duly  certify 
the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together 
with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


XI. 
[See  Rule  xi.;  Marriott's  Formulary,  361.  ] 

WARRANT   TO  SELL  A  SHIP  PENDENTE  LITE,  CALLED  IN  THE 
ENGLISH  ADMIRALTY  A  "DECREE  OF  SALE." 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  op ^  ss. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of ,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prose- 
cuted before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 

District  of ,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.  against  the  ship  called  the ,  her 

boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  in  general  hav- 
ing or  pretending  to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  therein,  on  the 
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day  of y  at  the  petition  of  the  said  A,  B.  [or  of  C.  D.,  the  claimant  of 

the  said  ship  or  veflsei,  her  tackle,  etc.],  the  aforesaid  court  decreed  a  war- 
rant to  issue  for  the  sale  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  (justice  so  requiring) : 
Ton  are  therefore  hj  these  presents  authorized  and  empowered,  jointly  and 
severally,  and  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  that  you  expose  the  afore- 
said ship,  her  boats,  tacUe,  apparel  and  furniture,  to  public  sale,  and  that 
you  sell  the  same  to  the  best  bidder,  and  that  you  bring  the  proceeds 
arising  from  such  sale  into  the  registry  of  the  aforesaid  court,  on  or  before 

the day  of  — ,  to  be  there  kept  for  the  use  of  the  persons  who  shall 

be  entitled  thereto ;  and  that  at  the  same  time  you  duly  transmit  the  account 
of  such  sale,  subscribed  by  you,  to  the  aforesaid  court,  together  with  these 
presents. 
Witness,  etc 

In  a  proceeding  for  the  sale  of  "  goods  or  other  things,"  in  pursu- 
ance of  Rule  X.,  88,  for  example,  the  cargo  of  a  ship  in  a  cause  of 
salvage,  the  momtion  and  warrant  wiU  be  varied  accordingly. 


XII. 

MONITION  IN  CASE  OF  THE  INTERVENTION  OF  A  THIRD  PERSON, 

PENDENTE  LITE 

UNITED  STATES  OP  AMERICA, 

DiSTRIOT   OF  ^    SS. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of 1  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 

prosecuted  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 
District  of         ,  and  still  pending  before  the  said  court,  on  behalf  of  A.  B., 

of '• ,  against  the  ship  called  the  Grace,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel 

and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  in  general  having  or  pretending  to 

have  any  right,  title  or  interest  therein ;  G.  H.  of ^  ,  hath  been 

admitted  by  the  aforesaid  court  to  intervene  for  his  interest  therein,  in  a 

cause  of j  civil  and  maritime :    Tou  are  therefore  hereby  strictly  charged, 

jointly  and  severally,  that  you  cite  at  the  premises  all  persons  in  general 
who  have  or  pretend  to  have  any  right,  title  or  interest  in  the  said  ship,  her 
boats,  tackle,  apparel  or  fkroiture  (and  that  you  cite,  also)  in  special,  the 
above  named  A.  B.)  to  appear  before  the  aforesaid  court,  on  the 
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iaj  of ^  if  it  be  «  court  daj,  or  else  on  the  next  court  daj  feilowiog,  at 

— ^  o'clock  in  the  — .^  noon,  there  to  answer  unto  the  said  <^.  H.  tooching 
the  allegatioofl  in  hia  libel  [or  petition],  now  on  file  in  the  aforeeaid  court, 
contained,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  in  this  behalf  as  to  justice  shall 
appertain ;  and  that  you  dulj  certify  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what 
you  shall  do  in  the  premisesi  together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc 

If  the  case  reqtiires  process  of  arrest,  it  will  be  eas7  to  frame  it 
with  the  aid  of  the  above  precedent,  and  of  precedent  No.  4  of  the 
precedents  of  process. 

In  case  of  intervention  against  proceeds  in  the  registry,  there  can 
be  little  difiiculty  in  framing  the  proper  monition,  if  any  is  required. 
The  forty4hird  Rule  relating  to  cases  of  this  nature,  provides  for  a 
^'  notice  to  the  adverse  parties,  if  any."  The  parties  more  particulsrly 
referred  to,  are  probably  other  persons  also  preferring  claims  npcm 
the  fund  in  court,  and  actual  personal  notice  is  doubtless  contem- 
plated. In  admiralty  proceedings,  notices  of  tiiis  nature  are  usually 
given  by  means  of  the  process  of  monition;  but  when  the  parties  to 
be  notified  are  already  in  court,  they  are  presumed  to  take  notice  of 
all  proceediDgs  relating  to  the  subject  of  the  controversy,  or  at  least 
of  all  such  as  occur  in  their  actual  presence  and  hearing ;  and- if  a 
special  notification  to  such  parties  is  at  any  time  required,  a  simple 
notice  in  writing,  to  be  personally  served  on  the  party  or  his  proctor 
by  a  private  person,  88  in  a  suit  at  law,  may  b4  substituted  in  place 
of  the  more  formal  and  expensive  proceeding  by  monition. 

With  respect  to  the  owner  of  the  property,  whose  title  of  course 
extends  to  its  proceeds,  there  is  the  same  necessity  iot  notice  to  him, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  original  suit.  If  he  has  not  appeared  as  a 
claimant,  and  is  unknown,  a  publication  of  the  ordinary  notice  in  a 
nevespaper  is  the  only  means  by  which  the  notice  can  be  given.  If 
he  has  appeared,  or  is  known,  the  notice  may  be  by  personal  moni- 
tion in  the  usual  form ;  or  by  the  service,  on  him  or  hia  proctor,  of 
a  copy  of  the  petition,  with  notice  to  appear  and  show  cause  against 
it,  on  a  day  designated  for  that  purpose. 
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xni. 

WARRANT  OF  APPRAISEMENT. 

[This  process  is  not  often  required ;  but  it  is  sometimes  necessary 
in  controversies  between  part-owners  of  vessels,  where  security  is  to 
be  giv^i  for  the  safe  return  of  the  vessel,  and  where  the  parties 
cannot  agree  upon  the  value  of  the  shares  of  the  party  entitled  to 
the  security.  It  is  sometimes  necessary,  also,  in  cases  of  salvage, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  court  to  determine  the  amount  of 
compensation  to  be  awarded  It  is  no  longer,  in  general,  necessary, 
since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1847,  on  an  application  by 
the  claimant  for  the  delivery  of  the  property  arrested ;  it  being  by 
this  act  made  the  duty  of  the  marshal  to  discharge  the  property 
fiom  arrest,  on  receiving  security  in  double  the  amount  claimed  by 
the  libellant.  Still,  however,  this  enactment,  being  designed  to 
facilitate  the  repossession  of  the  property,  is  not,  I  presume,  to  be 
considered  as  obligatory  upon  the  claimant,  so  as  to  preclude  him 
from  applying  to  the  court  for  an  order  of  delivery,  on  his  giving  a 
stipulation  for  the  value,  in  the  mode  heretofore  in  use.  There  may 
be  cases  where  the  amount  clauned  exceeds  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty, as,  for  example,  in  causes  of  collision  or  bottomry,  and  where 
the  claimant  might  therefore  prefer  to  give  bail  in  the  accustomed 
form.] 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of         ,  ss. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas  [if  it  be  a  case  of  dispute  between  part-owners],  in  a  certain 
cause  of  possession  [or,  if  it  be  a  cause  of  salvage,  or  the  like,  in  a  certain 
cause  of  salvage,  etc].,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prosecuted  before  the 

District  Court  of  the  United  States,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.,  owner  of parts  of 

the  ship  called  the ,  against  the  said  ship,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel 

and  furniture,  and  against  C.  D.  the  master,  and  £•  F«  the  owner  of 

parts  of  the  said  ship  [or  on  behalf  of  A.  B.  against  the  said  ship,  her 

boats,  etc,  and  against  all  persons,  etc.],  the  aforesaid  court,  on  the 

daj  of y  decreed  a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  appraisement  of  the  said  ship, 

her  boatSy  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  [or  of  the  said  ship,  etc.,  and  of 


666  APPENDIX. 

the  goodB,  wares  and  mercbandieeB  laden  therein],  (justice  so  reqmTing) : 
Ton  are  therefore  by  these  presents  authorued  and  empowered,  jointly  and 
severally,  and  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  that  you  reduce  info 
writing  a  foil,  true  and  perfect  inventory  of  the  said  ship,  her  boats,  tadde, 
apparel  and  fomiture  [and  the  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  laden  therein] ; 
and  that  you  choose  one  good  and  lawfol  person,  well  experienced  in  such 
affairs,  and  swear  him  faithfolly  and  justly  to  appraise  the  same  according 
to  their  true  values ;  and  that  you  so  appraise  and  value  the  same,  or  cause 
the  same  to  be  so  appraised  and  valued ;  and  that  you  duly  transmit  the  said 
appraisement,  subscribed  by  you  and  the  said  appraiser,  to  the  9&>reudd 

court,  together  with  these  presents,  on  or  before  the day  of w 

Witness,  etc 


XIV. 

ATTACHMUNT  OR  WRIT  OP  EXECUTION  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  Ci. 
8A.  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM,  TO  ENFORCE  A  DECREE  FOR  THE 
PAYMENT  OF  MONET. 

[  See  Rule  xzi.  ] 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ,  bs. 

Hie  President,  etc 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of——,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prose- 
cuted before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of       -^ 

on  behalf  of  A.  B.  against  0.  D.,  it  was,  on  the  — -  day  of ^  by  a 

decree  of  the  aforesaid  court,  pronounced,  decreed  and  declared  that  the 
said  A.  6.  was  entitled  to  recover  of  and  from  the  said  C*  D.  the  sum  of 

;  and  that  the  said  G.  D.  ought  to  pay  the  same  to  the  said  A.  K, 

together  with  his  costs  and  expenses  of  suit,  as  by  the  said  decree,  remain- 
ing as  of  record  in  the  aforesaid  court^  doth  more  folly  appear :  And 
whereas,  the  costs  and  expenses  so  decreed  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A«  B. 

amount  to  the  sum  of ,  as  taxed  in  the  aforesaid  court:  Now,  ther^re, 

in  order  that  full  and  speedy  justice  may  be  done  in  the  premises,  you  are 
hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  jointly  and  severally,  that  you 
attach  and  arrest  the  said  C.  D.  [and  if,  as  will  generally  be  the  case,  the 
defendant  has  given  bail  to  th^  action,  and  execution  has  been  awarded 
against  his  sureties  also,  then  add :  and  also  L.  M.  and  N.  O.  the  sureties  of 
the  said  G.  D.],  if  he  [or  they]  be  found  within  your  district,  and  him  [or 
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them]  BO  attached  and  arrested  70U  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest  until 

he  [or  they]  shall  pay  the  said  sum  of ,  together  with  the  said  costs 

and  expenses,  and  your  fees  on  this  execution,  or  until  he  [or  they]  shall  he 
otherwise  thence  discharged  hy  due  course  of  law ;  and  that  you  duly 
certify  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises, 
together  with  these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


XV. 

THE  LIKE  m  A  SUIT  IN  PERSON AMy  FOR  COSTS  ON  DISMISSAL  OF 

THE  LIBEL. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 
District  of ,  ss. 

The  President,  etc 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of ,  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 

prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of , 

on  hehalf  of  A.  B,  against  C.  D.,  it  was,  on  the day  of ,  hy  a 

decree  of  the  aforesaid  court,  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  lihel  in  the  said 
cause  he  dismissed  with  costs,  to  he  paid  hy  the  aforesaid  A.  6.,  as  by  the 
said  decree  remaining  as  of  recyd  in  the  foresaid  court  doth  more  fully 

appear..   And  whereas,  the  said  costs  amount  to  the  sum  of ,  as  taxed 

in  the  aforesaid  court :  Now,  therefore,  in  order  that  full  and  speedy  justice 
be  done  in  the  premises,  you  are  hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded, 
jointly  and  severally,  that  you  attach  and  arrest  the  said  A.  B.  [and  if  security 
for  costs  has  been  given  by  the  libellant,  and  execution  has  been  awarded 
against  them  also,  then  add :],  and  also  L.  M.  and  N.  0.,  the  sureties  of 
the  said  A.  B.,  if  they  be  found  within  your  district,  and  them  so  attached 
and  arrested  you  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest  until  they  shall  pay  the 

said  sum  of ^  together  with  your  fees  on  this  execution,  or  until  they 

shall  be  otherwise  thence  discharged  by  due  course  of  law ;  and  that  you 
duly  certify  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises, 
together  with  these  presents. 

Witness,  etc. 
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XVI. 

THE  LIKE  TO  OOMPEL  THE  PERFORMANCE  OF  SOME  ACT  OTHER 

THAN  THE  PAYMENT  OF  MONET. 

See  Precedent  No.  7  of  Process,  which  may  be  readily  adapted  to 
cases  falling  under  this  head. 


xvn. 

EXECUTION  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM,  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  CAFUS 
AND  OF  A  FIERI  FACIAS,  TO  ENFORCE  A  DECREE  FOR  THE  PAY- 
MENT OF  MONEY. 

[  See  Rule  XXI.  ] 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

DiSTBIOT  OF  — — ,  as. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  etc  [as  in  Precedent  No.  14.] 

Now,  therefore,  in  order  that  full  and  speedy  justice  may  be  done  in  the 
premises,  you  are  hereby  strictly  charged  and  commanded,  jointly  and 
seyerally,  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  G.  D.,  and  of  L.  M.  and 
N.  O.,  his  sureties,  in  your  district,  you  &use  to  be  made  the  aaid  sum  of 
,  which  in  the  aforesaid  court  was  decreed  to  the  said  A.  B.  as  afore- 
said ,  and  also  the  sum  of for  his  costs  and  expenses,  so  decreed  to 

him  as  aforesaid,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of ^  together  with 

your  fees  on  this  execution ;  and  that  you  have  those  moneys  before  the 

aforesaid  court  on  the day  of ,  to  render  to  the  said  A.  B.,  aoooxd- 

ing  to  the  decree  aforesaid.  And  you  are  hereby  further  strictly  chaiged 
and  commanded,  if  sufficient  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C.  D.,  L.  M.  and 
N.  O.  cannot  be  found  in  your  district,  that  you  then  arrest  the  said  0.  D., 
L.  M.  and  N.  O.,  if  they  be  found  therein,  and  them  so  arrested  you  keep 
under  safe  and  secure  arrest  until  they  shall  pay  the  said  last  above  mentioned 
sum  of  money,  together  with  your  fees  on  this  execution,  or  until  they  shall 
be  otherwise  thence  discharged  by  due  course  of  law;  and  that  you  duly 
certify  the  aforesaid  judge  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together  with 
these  presents. 

Witness,  etc 
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[When  the  decree  to  be  enforced  by  this  form  of  execution  is  for 
costs  on  the  dismissal  of  the  libel,  it  will  be  easy  to  adapt  the  above 
precedent  to  the  case.] 


XVIII, 

VENDITIONI  EXPONAS  TO  SATISFY  A  DECREE  IN  FAVOR  OF  THE 

LIBELLANT  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 

DISTRICT  OF ,  S8. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of ,  civil  and  maritime,  mored  and 

prosecuted  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for 

the  District  of ,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.  against  the  ship  called  the , 

her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  and  against  all  persons  in  general 
haying  or  pretending  to  have  anj  right,  title  or  interest  therein,  it  was,  on 
the daj  of  — ,  by  a  decree  of  the  aforesaid  court,  pronounced,  de- 
creed and  declared  that  the  demand  of  the  said  A.  6.,  in  the  libel  in  the  said 
cause  set  forth,  was  valid  and  effectual  against  the  said  ship  to  the  amount 

of ;  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  6.(a),  together 

with  the  costs  and  charges  by  him  incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  his  said 
suit,  as  by  the  said  decree,  remaining  as  of  record  in  the  said  court,  doth  more 

(a)  This  recital  in  the  process  ought,  of  course,  to  be  in  substantial  accordance 
with  the  decree  itself;  and  in  some  cases,  the  language  used  in  the  text  may  not 
be  the  most  appropriate  for  the  decree.  Thus,  for  example,  in  a  cause  of  bot- 
tomxy,  the  terms  of  the  decree  would  be  Ukely  to  require  a  recital  in  the  process 

to  the  effect  following,  to  wit:  It  was,  on  the  —— ^  day  of ,  by  a  decree  of 

the  aforesaid  court,  pronounced,  decreed  and  declared  that  the  bottomry  bond  in 
the  pleadings  in  the  said  cause  mentioned  was,  and  ought  to  be,  held  valid  for  the 

sum  of therein  mentioned  [or,  if  the  bond  was  pronounced  valid  only  in 

part :  for  the  sum  of ^  being  the  amount  due  to  the  libellant  for  necessary 

expenditures  and  advances,  and  made  in  the  usual  employment  of  the  said  ship] ; 

and  also  for  the  additional  sum  of per  centom,  the  maritime  interest 

agreed  oh  and  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  siud  bond,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 

the  sum  of ;  and  that  the  libellant  was  entitled  to  the  said  last  mentioned 

sum,  with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  six  per  centum,  from  the  commencement 
of  the  said  suit  to  the  time  when  the  same  shall  be  paid. 
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fvi]j  appear.  And  whereas,  the  costs  and  expenses  so  decreed  to  be  paid 
to  ihe  said  A.  B.  amount  to  the  sum  of  ,  as  taxed  in  the  aforesaid 

court:  And  whereas,  it  was  bj  the  aforesaid  court  accordinglj  farther 
ordered  that  the  siud  ship,  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  should 
be  sold  to  pay  the  said  above  mentioned  sum  of  money,  amounting  in  the 

whole  to  the  sum  of :  Now,  therefore,  in  order  that  speedy  justice 

may  be  done  in  the  premises,  you  are  hereby  strictly  charged  and  com- 
manded, jointly  and  severally,  that  you  expose  the  aforesaid  ship,  her 
boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  to  public  sale,  and  that  you  sell  the 
same  to  the  best  bidder;  and  that  you  bring  the  proceeds  arising  from  such 

sale  into  the  registry  of  the  aforesaid  court,  on  or  before  the day  of 

;  and  that  at  the  same  time  you  duly  transmit  the  account  of  such 
sale,  subscribed  by  you,  to  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court(a),  together  with 
these  presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


% 
XIX. 

ATTACHMENT  AGAINST  THE  CLAIMANT  AND  HIS  SURETIES,  TO 
ENFORCE  A  DECREE  FOR  THE  PAYMENT  OF  MONET  IN  A  SUET 
IN  REM 

UNTIED  STATES  OP  AMERICA, 

DiBTBICT  OF  ,  88. 

The  President,  etc. 

Whereas,  etc.  [as  in  the  last  preceding  form,  to  the  end  of  the  redtal  of 

(a)  The  command  to  the  marshal  to  transmit  sn  account  of  the  sale  (see  Mar- 
riott's Formulary,  363),  I  presume,  is  understood  m  England  to  require  a  fonnal 
report,  specifying  the  time  and  place  of  sale,  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the 
property  was  struck  off,  the  highest  sum  or  sums  bid  therefor,  etc.,  scoording  to 
the  practice  in  chancery ;  but  in  this  oountxy  it  is  supposed  always  to  haye  been 
deemed  sufBcient  for  the  marshal  to  make  a  return  by  endorsements  on  the  process, 
under  his  signature,  stating  that,  in  obedience  to  the  command  of  the  within  writ, 
he  had  sold  the  ship  and  her  appurtenances  therein  mentioned  for  the  sum  of 

,  that  being  the  highest  sum  bid  therefor ;  and  that  after  deducting  his  fees 

from  the  said  sum,  he  bad  paid  oyer  the  balance  thereof,  amounting  to ^  to 

the  clerk  of  the  court.  Instead  of  the  aboye  furm,  therefore,  it  would  be  sufficient, 
and  is  probably  more  usual,  to  substitute  the  form  used  in  other  cases,  yii :  and 
that  you  certify  the  judge  of  the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises. 
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the  decree,  and  then  add :]  And  whereas,  it  was  in  and  by  the  said  decree 

further  ordered,  that  E.  F.  of , ,  who  had  appeared  and  been  ad. 

mitted  as  claimant  in  the  said  cause,  and  to  whom  the  said  ship  with  her 
appurtenances  aforesaid  had  in  due  form  of  law  been  delivered  on  stipula« 
tion  [or  bond],  forthwith  pay  into  court  the  last  mentioned  sum,  together 
with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  six  per  centum  from  the  date  of  the  said 
decree  [or,  if  the  sum  decreed  equal  or  exceed  the  appraised  or  agreed  value 

of  the  ship  as  specified  in  the  stipulation,  then  say :  the  sum  of ,  being  the 

appraised  (or  agreed)  value  of  the  said  ship,  together  with  interest  thereon 

at  the  rate  of  six  per  centum  from  the day  of ,  when  the  said  ship 

was  delivered  to  him  on  stipulation  as  aforesaid],  unto  the  time  when  the 
same  sum  shall  be  paid ;  and  unless  he  should  do  so  within  — -  days  after 
the  date  of  the  said  decree,  that  execution  should  issue  in  due  form  of  law 

against  him  the  said  E.  F.,  and  also  against  G.  H.  of ,  ,  and  I.  J, 

of , ^  his  sureties  in  the  said  stipulation  [or  bond] :  Now,  therefore, 

in  order  that  speedy  justice  may  be  done  in  the  premises,  you  are  hereby 
strictly  charged  and  commanded,  jointly  and  severally,  that  you  attach  and 
arrest  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  if  they  shall  be  found  in  your  district, 
and  them  so  attached  and  arrested  you  keep  under  safe  and  secure  arrest 

until  they  shall  pay  the  aforesaid  sum  of ,  with  the  interest  thereon  as 

aforesaid,  and  your  fees  on  this  execution,  or  until  they  shall  be  otherwise 
thence  discharged  by  due  course  of  law;  and  that  you  certify  the  judge  of 
the  aforesaid  court  what  you  shall  do  in  the  premises,  together  with  these 
presents. 
Witness,  etc. 


ATTACHMENT  FOR  COSTS,  ON  THF  DISMISSAL  OF  THE  LIBEL  IN 

A  SUIT  IN  REM. 

In  fiuming  this  writ,  the  last  precedent,  and  that  numbered  14, 
will  be  found  a  sufficient  guide. 
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EXECUTION  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  CAPUS  AND  OP  A  FIERI 
FACIAS,  AGAINST  THE  CLAIMANT  AND  HIS  SURETIES,  IN  A 
SUIT  IN  REM. 

[See  No6. 19  and  16.] 

When  the  decree  to  be  enforced  by  this  fonn  of  execution  is 
against  the  libellant  and  his  sureties,  for  costs  on  the  fJigmiRsiil  of  the 
libel,  it  will  be  easy  to  adapt  the  last  form  to  the  case. 

The  foregoing  precedents  of  process,  it  will  be  seen,  are  all 
adapted  to  decrees  in  the  district  court  When  the  decree  to  be 
enforced  is  rendered  on  appeal  in  the  circuit  courf,  Uie  process  will 
require  but  slight  and  obvious  modifications. 


IV.  STIPULATIONS  AND  BONDS. 

I. 

STIPULATION  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  LIBELLANT  IN  AN  ACTION 

IN  PERSONAM,  FOR  COSTS. 

On  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ,  before  A.  B.,  a 

commissioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  take  acknowledgments  of 
bail,  afSdayits  and  depositions,  etc,  within  the  District  of ^ 

C.  D.  against  E.  F.,  in  a  cause  of (a),  civil  and  maritime,  moyed  and 

prosecuted  in  tbe  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 
aforesaid  district 

Which  day  appeared  personally  the  above  named  G.  D.,  and  produced  for 
8ureties(6)  G.  H.  of  [here  insert  the  place  of  residence  and  occupation  of  the 

(a)  The  nature  of  the  cause  will  appear  in  the  process. 

(6)  The  term  "  sureties  "  is  used  throughout  the  new  Rules ;  but  a  single 
surety  is  sometimes  taken  in  England  (see  Marriott's  Formulary,  311),  and  it  is 
not  supposed  necessary  in  all  cases  to  exact  more  than  one  in  our  courts. 
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surety],  and  I.  J.  of , :  And  the  said  C.  D.,  G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  sub- 
mitting themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  aforesaid  court,  bound  themselves, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  anto  the  said  E.  F.,  in  the  sum  of 
[here  insert  the  sum  required  by  the  rule  or  usage  of  the  court,  e.  g.,  one 
hundred  dollars],  that  the  said  G.  D.  shall  prosecute  his  action  in  this  behalf, 
and  abide  by  all  orders,  interlocutory  and  final,  of  the  aforesaid  court,  and 
pay  the  costs  and  expenses,  if  ariy,  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  by 
the  final  decree  of  the  aforesaid  court,  or  of  any  appellate  court ;  and  unless 
he  shall  so  do,  they  do  hereby  severally  consent  that  execution  shall  issue 
forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  goods  and 
chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found,  to  the  value  of  the  sum  above 
mentioned.  (Signed)        0.  D. 

Gr  H 

Same  day,  taken  and  acknowledged  >  ^ '     * 

before  me,  5 

A.  B.,  C(>mmi88ioner{a), 

In  the  English  admiralty,  the  party  to  the  suit  does  not  join  in  the  stipulation, 
and  need  not  be  present,  when  it  is  given.  The  sureties  are  said  to  "  produce 
themselves."  This  is  a  convenient  practice,  and  no  good  reason  is  perceived  for 
requiring  the  party  to  stipulate  in  person  (except  in  the  case  of  a  juratory  caution, 
where  his  oath  is  chiefly  relied  on),  as  he  is  required  by  the  new  Rules  to  do, 
jointly  vrith  the  sureties.  He  is  always  subject  to  the  orders,  decrees  and  process 
of  the  court. 

(a)  It  is  the  practice  in  the  English  admiralty,  for  the  commiseioner,  when  the 
sureties  attest  on  oath  to  their  sufficiency,  to  return  the  attestation  with  the 
stipulation ;  or,  when  the  oath  of  the  sureties  is  not  taken,  to  append  his  own 
certificate  to  their  sufficiency.  This  seems  to  be  a  very  proper  practice ;  and  the 
foUowing  are  the  forms  given  in  Marriott's  Formulary,  p.  271,  317,  for  these 
purposes.  The  attestation  may  be  prefixed  to  the  stipulation,  and  the  certificate 
cubjoined  or  annexed  to  it. 

Attestation  of  wretiea  as  to  their  sufficiency. 

Appeared  personally  0.  D.  of ,  in  the  county  of ,  merchant,  and  E.  F., 

of  the  same  place,  gentleman,  and  made  oath  that  they  are  respectively  worth  the 
sum  of  [here  insert  the  sum  in  which  they  are  to  be  bound]  of  lawful  money  of 
Great  Britun,  after  payment  of  their  just  debts.  0.  D. 

E.F. 

On  the day  of ,  the  said 

and  £.  F.  were  sworn  to  the 
the  above  attestation,  before  us, 

Commissioners, 
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n. 

BOND  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  UBSLLANT  IN  AN  ACTION  IN  PER- 
SONAM, FOR  COSTS. 

Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  C.  D.  of ,  as  principal,  and 

G.  H.  of , ,  and  I.  J.  of y ,  as  sureties,  are  held  and  firmly 

bound  unto  E.  F.  in  the  sum  of  [as  in  the  last  preceding  form],  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  £.  F.,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns ;  to  the  payment 
whereof  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly 
and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  at ,  the day  of ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord  — . 

Whereas,  the  above  bounden  G.  D.  is  about  to  exhibit  his  libel  [or,  if  the 
fact  be  BO,  hath  p(mimeneed  an  aetian]  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 

States  for  the  District  of ,  against  E.  F.,  in  a  cause  of ,  civil  and 

maritime :    Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if 

Certificate  of  the  sitfficiency  of  eureties. 
And  I,  the  said  ,  one  of  the  oommissioners  named  in  the  oommia- 

sion  hereunto  annexed,  do  certify  the  above  sureties  to  be  sufficient  security  for 
the  sum  in  which  they  are  bound. 

It  is  customary,  also,  in  England,  for  the  marshal  to  certify  to  the  sofficieDey 
of  the  sureties  offered ;  and  when  the  stipulation  is  taken  and  acknowledged  in 
court  or  before  the  judge,  I  infer  that  this  is  the  usual  if  not  the  uniform  practice. 

The  certificate  or  "  report "  of  the  marshal  is  in  the  form  following : 

I,  A.  B.,  marshal  of  the  High  Court  of  Admirally  of  England,  hereby  certify, 
that  having  made  inquiry  after  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  proposed  to  be  securities  for  G.  H., 

master  of  the  ship ,  find  they  are  sufficient  security  for  the  said  G.  H.,  in  the 

sum  of pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britun,  from  the  best  information 

I  can  get,  and,  as  such,  report  them  accordingly. 

Witness  my  hand,  this day  of       ■.  A.  B. 

[See  Marriott's  Formulary,  301.] 

And  the  fact  of  such  report  having  been  made  and  acted  upon,  is  stated  at  the 
close  of  the  stipulation  as  follows: 

Which  caution  the  said  judge  received  on  the  report  of  A.  B.,  marshal  of  this 
court,  as  to  the  suffidency  of  the  said  security. 
[See  Marriott's  Formulary,  347.] 

This  practice  seems  to  be  worthy  of  imitation. 
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the  said  0.  D.  shall  prosecute  his  aforesaid  action,  and  abide  by  all  orders 
interlocutory  and  final  of  the  aforesaid  court,  and  pay  the  costs  and  expenses, 
if  any,  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  by  the  final  decree  of  the  afore- 
said court,  or  of  any  appellate  court,  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void ; 
otherwise  it  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  yirtue.  (Signed)    0.  D. 

G.H. 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  >  L  J. 

in  presence  of  y 

[When  a  bond  is  given  in  a  suit  in  the  admiralty,  instead  of  a 
stipulation,  the  attestation  of  the  sureties,  or  the  certificate  of  a 
commissioner  of  the  court  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties,  should 
accompany  it,  as  in  the  case  of  a  stipulation.  (See  the  note  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  last  precedent.)  There  is  an  exception,  however, 
to  this  remark.  The  act  of  March  3,  1847,  ch.  55^  provides  for  the 
discharge  of  property  arrested  in  a  suit  in  rem^  by  the  marshal,  '<  on 
receiving  from  the  claimant  of  the  same  a  bond  or  stipulation  in 
double  the  amount  claimed  by  the  libellant,  with  sufficient  surety, 
to  be  approved  by  the  judge  of  thelcourt,  or,  in  his  absence,  by  the 
collector  of  the  port,  conditioned,"  etc  Another  exception  ought 
also  probably  to  be  made,  viz.,  of  the  case  of  a  bond  taken  by  the 
marshal  on  the  arr^t  of  the  defendant  in  an  action  in  persananiy  in 
pursuance  of  Rule  m.  The  acceptance  of  the  bond  by  the  marshal, 
acting  in  his  official  capacity,  may  well  be  considered  equivalent  to 
his  certificate  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties.] 


m. 

STIPULATION  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  LIBELLANT  IN  A  SUIT  IN 

REM,  FOR  COSTS. 

On  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ,  before  A.  B.,  a 

commissioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  take  acknowledgments  of 
bail,  affidavits  and  depositions,  etc.,  within  and  for  the  District  of . 

0.  D.  against  the  ship  called  the  Nancy,  in  a  cause  of ,  civil  and 

maritime,  moved  and  prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
of  America  for  the  aforesaid  district. 
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Whioh  daj,  appeared  personally  the  above  nained  C.  D.,  and  produced 

for  sureties  G.  H.  of  — ^,  and  L  J.  of :  And  the  said  0.  D.»  G.  H.  and 

L  J.,  submitting  themselves  to  the  juriadicdon  of  the  court,  bound  themselves, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  the  sum  of  [here  insert  the  sum 
required  by  the  rule  or  usage  of  the  courts  e.  g^  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollan], 
for  the  benefit  of  whomsoever  it  may  conoem(a),  that  the  said  C.  D.  shall 
prosecute  his  action  in  this  behalf,  and  abide  by  all  orders  interlocutory  and 
final  of  the  aforesaid  court,  and  pay  the  costs  and  expenses,  if  any,  which  shall 
be  awarded  against  him  by  the  final  decree  of  the  aforesaid  court,  or  of  any 
appellate  court ;  and  unless  he  shall  so  do,  they  do  hereby  severally  consent 
that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  'their  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found,  to 
the  value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned. 

[Signed  and  acknowledged  as  in  No.  l{h),] 

(a)  This  stipulation,  it  will  be  observed,  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  who  may  chance  to  appear  as  claimant,  and  who  at  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  is  unknown.  In  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  the  name  of 
the  master,  who  is  always  known,  is  inserted  instead  of  the  words  used  in  the 
text  (See  Marriott's  Formulary,  3ll/;  but  this  practice  is  not  known  to  have 
been  adopted  in  this  country.  The  words  '<  for  the  benefit  of  whom  it  may  con- 
cern "  are  employed  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New-Toik, 
and  no  objection  is  perceived  to  their  use  for  this  purpose^  When  the  stipulation 
is  not  given  until  after  a  claimant  has  appeared,  his  name  should  be  inserted, 
thus :  unto  £.  F.,  the  claimant  of  the  aforesaid  ship. 

(b)  Bonds  instead  of  stipulations  are  unknown  in  the  English  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  and  it  is  presumed  also  in  the  correspondent  courts  of  the  other  mari- 
time nations  of  Europe.  The  collection  act  of  1799  prescribes  this  form  of 
security  in  cases  of  municipal  seizure,  as  the  condition  on  which  the  property 
seized  may  be  delivered  to  the  claimant ;  and  this,  or  peihaps  the  antecedent 
prevalence  of  the  same  practice  in  the  colonial  or  state  courts  of  admirslty,  in 
cases  of  seizure,  probably  led  to  the  substitution  of  bonds  in  private  causes. 
They  have  proved  embarrassing  in  practice;  and  the  courts,  even  in  cases  of 
seizure,  have  felt  constrained  to  cut  the  gordian  knot  by  holding  such  bonds  to 
be  stipulations  in  effect,  and  dealing  with  them  accordingly.  It  is  certainly 
desirable  that  they  should  be  banished  from  the  American  courts  of  admiralty. 
They  are  understood  to  have  been  in  use  to  some  extent  as  security  on  the  part 
of  the  libellant,  for  costs ;  and  a  precedent  has  accordingly  been  given  (No.  2) 
of  a  bond  for  this  purpose,  in  an  action  in  personam;  but  the  new  Rules,  in- 
directly at  least  (vide  eupray  p.  104  et  »eq,),  discountenance  this^form  of  security 
in  suits  in  rem,  and  a  precedent  for  such  security  is  therefore  omitted.  If  resorted 
to  preparatory  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  obligee  may  be  described 
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IV. 

STIPULATION  TO  BE  GIVEN  BY  THE  DEFENDANT,  WITH  SURETIES, 
ON  HIS  ARREST  IN  AN  ACTION  IN  PERSONAM,  IN  PURSUANCE 
OF  RULE  m. 

[See  Marriott's  Fonnukiy,  311.] 

On  the day  of  -• ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  — ,  before  A.  B.,  a 

conuniflsioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  take  acknowledgments  of 
bail,  affidarits  and  depositions,  etc,  within  the  District  of 

G.  D.  against  £.  F.,  in  a  cause  of f  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 

prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 
aforesaid  district. 

Which  day,  appeared  personally  the  abovenamed  K  F.,  and  produced 

for  sureties  G.  H.  of , ,  and  I.  J.  of , :  And  the  said 

E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  L  J.,  submitting  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  afore- 
said court,  bound  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in 
the  sum  of  [here  insert  the  sum  stated  in  the  warrant],  imto  the  said  C.  D., 
that  the  said  K  F.  shall  appear  in  the  said  suit,  and  abide  all  orders  of  the 
said  court,  interlocutory  and  final,  in  the  said  cause,  and  pay  the  monej 
awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  therein  in  the  said  court,  or  in  any 
appellate  court ;  and  unless  he  shall  so  do,  they  do  hereby  severally  consent 
that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found,  to  the 
value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned.  (Signed)    £.  F. 

Same  day,  taken  and  acknowledged  >  *  ', 

before  me.  ) 

A.  B.,  Commissioner. 

as  the  cliumant  appearing  and  admitted  as  such,  whosoever  he  may  be,  of  the 

ship ,  in  the  conditional  part  of  this  obligation  mentioned.    (See  precedent 

No.  2.)  If  a  claimant  has  already  appeared,  his  name  ought,  of  course,  to  be 
inserted* 


n 
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V. 

BOND  TO  BE  TAKEN  BT  THE  MARSHAL  ON  THE  ARREST  OF  THE 
DEFENDANT  IN  A  SUIT  IN  PERSONAM,  IN  PURSUANCE  OF  RULE 
m(a). 

Egow  all  men  bj  these  presents,  That  we,  K  F.  of , ,  as  princi- 
pal, and  G.  H.  of , ,  and  L  J.  of , ,  as  sureties,  are  held 

and  firmly  bound  unto  C.  D.  in  the  sum  of  [double  the  amount  stated  in  the 
warrant],  to  be  paid  to  the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors,  administraton  or 
assigns ;  to  the  payment  whereof,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  our- 
selves, our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly 
by  these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  at  — ,  the day  of ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord , 

Whereas,  the  above  ^unden  £.  F.  has  been  arrested  hy  the  marshal  of 

the  District  of ,  in  virtue  of  a  warrant  issued  on  the day  of , 

out  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  and  for  the 

aforesud  district,  at  the  suit  of  the  above  named  C.  D.,  in  a  cause  of , 

civil  and  maritime :  Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such, 
that  if  the  said  £.  F.  shall  appear  in  the  said  suit,  and  abide  by  all  orders 
of  the  aforesaid  court,  interlocutory  and  final,  in  the  cause,  and  pay  the 
money  awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  therein  in  the  said  court,  or  in 

(a)  In  the  District  of  Massachusetts  it  has  been  the  practice  for  the  m^w^K^I 
to  take  this  bond  to  himself  his  successors  in  office,  and  assigns.  Probably  this 
form  was  adopted  in  imitation  of  the  correspondent  one  prevailing  in  the  oourts 
of  common  law ;  but  the  sheriff  in  a  suit  at  law,  being  personally  responsible  for 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  it  is  highly  proper  that  the  bond  given  on  the 
arrest,  and  conditioned  for  his  appearance,  should  be  executed  to  the  sheriff  as 
an  indemnity  against  such  responsibility.  No  responsibility  of  this  nature,  how- 
ever, is  understood  to  rest  upon  the  marshal  in  an  admiralty  suit,  provided  he 
acts  with  good  fiuth  and  due  caution ;  and  no  reason,  therefore,  is  perceived  f<Nr 
his  being  made  the  obligee  in  the  bond.  It  is  in  reality  of  no  great  consequence, 
probably,  what  form  is  adopted  in  this  respect,  since  the  bond  as  vrell  as  the 
stipulation  is  to  be  enforced  by  summary  process  of  execution ;  but  it  seemed, 
upon  the  whole,  to  be  more  proper,  in  accordance  with  the  form  of  the  stipulsr- 
tion,  to  insert  the  name  of  the  libellant  as  the  obligee,  and  I  have  accordingly 
done  so. 
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any  appellate  court,  then  this  obligation  shall  be  Toid ;  otherwise  it  shall 
remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  (Signed)    E.  F. 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  )  t  *t 

t  c  ■  I.  J. 

in  presence  of  ) 


VI. 

STIPULATION  ON  THE  APPEARANCE  OP  THE  DEFENDANT  IN  AN 
ACTION  IN  PERSONAM,  WHERE  NO  BAIL  HAS  BEEN  TAKEN, 
AND  NO  ATTACHMENT  OP  PROPERTY  HAS  BEEN  MADE  TO 
ANSWER  THE  EXIGENCY  OF  THE  SUIT. 

[  See  Rule  xxv.  ] 
At  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America,  held  at  -^ — ,  within 


the  District  of         ,  on  the dav  of         ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 

A.  B.  against  0.  D.  in  a  cause  of ,  civil  and  maritime. 

Which  day,  appeared  personally  the  above  named  G.  D.t  and  produced 

for  sureties  K  F.  of , ,  and  G.  H.  of , :  And  the  said  C. 

D.,  £.  F.  and  G.  H.,  submitting  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 

bound  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  the  sum  of 

dollars,  unto  the  said  A.  B.,  that  the  said  0.  D.  shall  pay  all  costs  and 

expenses  which  shall  be  awarded  against  him  in  this  suit,  upon  the  final 

adjudication  thereof,  or  by  any  interlocutory  order  in  the  progress  thereof; 

and  unless  he  shall  do  so,  they  do  hereby  consent  that  execution  shall  issue 

forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  goods  and 

chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  shall  be  found,  to  the  value  of  the  sum  above 

mentioned. 

C.  D. 

TxBTx,  £.  F. 

L  J.,  Clerk.  G.  H. 

[The  twenty-fifth  Rule  authorizes  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  to 
require  this  form  of  stipulation  "  upon  the  appearance  of  the  defen- 
dant, where  no  bail  has  been  taken,  and  no  attachment  of  property 
has  been  made  to  answer  the  exigency  of  the  suit.'*    The  foregoing 
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precedent  Bapposes  the  defendant  to  appear  in  pexscm;  but  wbea 
the  suit  has  been  commenced  by  a  simple  monition,  he  may  chooie 
to  appear  by  his  proctor  alone ;  and  it  is  snpposed  that  the  rule  ex- 
tends also  to  such  an  "appearance.*'  If  so,  the  court  would 
probably,  at  the  request  of  the  proctor,  pamit  the  stipulation  to  be 
taken  before  a  commissioner,  and  allow  a  reasonable  time  for  that 
purpose.  The  stipulation,  whea  so  taken,  will  of  course  be  varied 
accordingly  as  in  No.  1.] 


vn. 

STIPULATION  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OP  OBTAINING  A  DISSOLUTION 
OP  AN  ATTACHMENT  OP  THE  GOODS  AND  CHATTELS,  OR 
CREDITS  AND  EFFECTS,  OP  THE  DEFENDANT  IN  AN  ACTION 
IN  PERSONAM. 

[See  Rule  IT.] 

On  the day  of ,  in  year  of  our  Lord ^  before  A.  B,,  a  com- 

miasioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  take  ackowledgments  of  bail, 
affidavits  and  depoutiona,  etc.,  within  the  District  of . 

C.  D.  against  K  F.,  in  a  cause  of ^  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and 

prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  aforesaid  district 

Which  day,  appeared  personally  the  above  named  E.  F.,  and  produced  for 

sureties  G.  H.  of ,  -^ — ,  and  I.  J.  of , :  And  the  said  K  F., 

G.  H.  and  L  J.,  submitting  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  aforesaid 
court,  bound  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  the 
sum  of  [here  insert  the  amount  sued  for],  unto  the  said  C.  D.,  that  the  said 
£.  F.  shall  abide  by  all  orders,  interlocutory  or  final,  of  the  said  court,  and 
pay  the  amount  awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  in  the  said  court,  or 
in  any  appellate  court ;  and  unless  he  shall  so  do,  they  do  hereby  severally 
consent  that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heire,  executors 
and  administrators,  goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found, 
to  the  value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned.  £.  F. 

Q.  H 

Same  day,  taken  and'acknowledged  )  T  J  ' 

before  me.  -  >  '  *    ' 

'  A.  6.,  Commissioner, 
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vm. 

BOND  FOR  THE  SAME  PURPOSE. 

Ejiow  all  men  by  these  presents.  That  we,  K  F.  of ,  ,  as  princi- 
pal, G.  H.  of , ,  and  L  J.  of ^ ,  as  sureties,  are  held  and 

firmly  bound  unto  G.  D.  in  the  sum  of [double  the  sum  for  which  the 

action  is  brouglit],  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  C«  D.,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators or  assigns ;  to  which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind 
ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally, 
firmly  by  these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  at ,  the day  of ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord . 

Whereas,  in  virtue  of  a  warrant  issued  on  the  — — -  day  of ,  out  of 

the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  District  of , 

in  a  cause  of ^  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prosecuted  Uierein  in 

behalf  of  the  abovenamed  G.  D.,  against  the  abovenamed  K  F.,  certain 
goods  and  chattels  [or  certain  credits  and  effects]  of  the  said  E.  F.  have  been 
attached,  and  are  now  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  said  district : 
And  whereas,  the  said  K  F.  is  desirous  of  obtaining  a  dissolution  of  the  said 
attachment,  on  giving  the  security  required  by  law  for  that  purpose :  Now, 
therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said  E.  F.  shall 
abide  by  all  orders,  interlocutory  and  final,  of  the  aforesaid  court  in  the  said 
cause,  and  pay  the  amount  awarded  by  the  final  decree  rendered  therein,  or 
in  any  appellate  court,  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void ;  otherwise  it  shall 
remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  (Signed)    E.  F. 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  >  ^'  ^• 

in  presence  of  )  ^  •' • 


IX. 

STIPULATION  IN  A  SUIT  IN  REM,  GIVEN  IN  PURSUANCE  OP  THE 
ACT  OF  MAllOH  3,  1847,  Ch.  55,  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  PROCURING 
THE  DISCHARGE  OP  THE  PROPERTY  ARRESTED. 

On  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  — ,  before  A.  B,,  a 

commissioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to'^ake  acknowledgments  of 
bail,  affidavits  and  depositions,  etc,  within  the  District  of » 


V 
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C.  D.  against  the  ship  eaOed  the  Hedora,  in  a  cause  of ,  eiyil  and 

maritime,  moved  and  prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  Statea 
for  the  aforesaid  district. 

Which  daj,  appeared  personally  E.  F.  of , »  as  claimant  of  the 

said  ship,  and  produced  for  sureties  G.  £L  of ^ ^  and  L  J.  of ^ 


■  ;  and  the  said  £.  F^  G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  submitting  themselves  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  bound  themselves,  their  heirs»  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, in  the  sum  of  — —  [double  the  amount  sued  for],  unto  the  said 
0.  D.,  that  the  said  E.  F.  shall  abide  and  answer  the  decree  of  the  said  coart 
in  the  aforesaid  cause ;  and  unless  he  shall  so  do,  they  do  hereby  severally 
consent  that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heira,  executors 
and  administrators,  goods  and  chattel8(a),  wheresoever  the  same  may  be 
found,  to  the  value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned.  (Signed)    £.  F. 

G  H. 

Same  day,  taken  and  aclmowledged  > 

before  me.  ) 

A.  6^  Commissioner. 


X. 

BOND  GIVEN  IN  PUBSUANOE  OF  THE  SAME  ACT,  FOB  THE  LIKS 

PURPOSE. 

Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  That  we,  A.  B.  of  — ,  ,  as  princi- 
pal, and  C.  D,  of , ,  and  E.  F.  of ^  — — ,  sureties,  are  held  and 

firmly  bound  unto  G.  H.  of  , ,  in  the  penal  sum  of  —  [double 

the  amount  claimed  by  the  libellant],  to  be  paid  unto  the  sud  G.  H. ;  to 
which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  at ,  the  — ^  day  of =-,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord . 

(a)  It  is  not  supposed  that  this  clause,  expressing  the  consent  of  the  stipulators, 
is  necessary  in  this  country,  and  especially  in  a  stipulation  taken  under  the  late 
act,  which  declares  that  judgment  on  the  bond  or  stipulation,  '*  both  against  the 
principal  and  sureties,  may  be  recovered  at  the  time  of  rendering  the  decree  in 
the  original  cause."  The  clause,  however,  can  do  no  harm,  and  is  sanctioned  by 
usage. 
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Whereas,  in  a  certain  cause  of  »  civil  and  maritime,  moved  and  prose- 
cuted in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  Dis- 
trict of f  on  behalf  of  the  above  named  G.  H.  against  the  ship  or 

vessel  called  the ^  her  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  [or  other 

thing,  as  the  case  may  be],  a  warrant  of  arrest  has  been  issued  out  of  the 
said  court,  against  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  boats,  tackle,  apparel  and  furni- 
ture ;  which  said  warrant  is  now  in  the  hands  of  L  J.,  marshal  [or  one  of 
the  deputies  of  the  marshal]  of  the  said  district,  unexecuted  [or,  in  virtue  of 
which  said  warrant,  the  said  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  have 
been  arrested  by  L  J^  the  marshal  (or  one  of  the  deputies  of  the  marshal) 
of  the  said  district,  and  are  now  in  his  custody — according  to  the  fact]. 
Now  therefore  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above 
bounden  A.  B.,  the  claimant  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  her  tackle,  apparel 
and  furniture,  shall  well  and  truly  abide  and  answer  the  decree  of  the  said 
court  in  the  aforesaid  cau8e(a),  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void ;  other-  . 
wi^e  it  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  (Signed)    A.  B. 

a  D. 

In  presence  of  )  E.  F. 


The  sureties  are  to  be  "approved"  by  the  judge,  or,  in  hia  ab- 
sence, by  the  collector  of  the  port  where  the  anest  is  made.  (See 
note  to  Precedent  No.  2.)  The  act  requires  a  stipulation  or  bond 
with  "sufficient  surety  ^^  and  will  doubtless  authorize  the  acceptance 
of  one  surety.  The  approval  may  be  in  the  form  of  a  formal  certifi- 
cate (see  note  at  the  conclusion  of  Precedent  No.  1),  or  by  the  more 
simple  expression :  I  approve  the  surety  [or  sureties]  named  in  the 
above  [or  within]  bond  [or  stipulation]. 

(a)  I  have  deemed  it  expedient,  in  stating  the  condition  of  the  bond,  to  adhere 
to  the  words  of  the  act. 
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XI. 
StXPULATlON  FOR  COSTS  AND  EXPENSES  ON  BUTTING  IN  CLADL 

[See  Rule  xxvi.] 

On  the day  of  — ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ^  before  A.  B.,  a 

commiaaioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  take  acknowledgments 
of  bail,  affidants  and  depositionB,  etc,  within  the  Diatrict  of w 

G.  D.  against  the  ship  called  the  Harriet,  in  a  cause  of  "— — ,  civil  and 
maritime,  mored  and  prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
of  America  for  the  aforesaid  district 

Which  day,  appeared  personally  £.  F.  of ^ f  as  claimant  of  tiie 

said  ship,  and  produced  for  sureties  G.  H.  of , ^  and  L  J.  of ^ 


:  And  the  said  K  F.,  G.  H.  and  I.  J^  submitting  themselves  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  court,  bound   themselves,  their  heirs,   executors  and 

administrators,  unto  the  said  C.  D.  in  the  sum  of [the  sum  directed  by 

the  court,  by  general  rule  or  by  a  special  order],  to  pay  i^  costs  and  ex- 
penses .which  shall  be  awarded  against  the  said  E.  F.,  in  the  said  cause,  by 
the  final  decree  of  the  said  court,  or,  upon  appeal,  of  the  appellate  court ; 
and  unless  he  shall  do  so»  they  do  hereby  severally  consent  that  execution 
shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found. 

(Signed)    E.F. 
Same  day,  taken  and  acknowledged  *>  G.  H. 

before  me.  y  *       L  J. 

A.  B.,  CommisHoner. 

[A  stipulcuion^  or  putting  in  a  claim,  is  expressly  required  by  the 
above  mentioned  rule.] 


XII. 

STIPULATION  BY  THIRD  PERSON,  INTERVENING  FOR  HIS  OWN 

INTEREST. 

[  See  Rule  xxxiv.  ] 

[As  in  the  preceding  precedent,  to  the  words  "District  of " 

inclusive.J 
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Which  day,  appeared  personally  I.  J.,  interyening  for  his  own  interest  in 
the  said  cause,  and  produced  [etc.,  as.in  the  last  preceding  precedent,  adding 
the  word  damages  after  the  words  *'  costs  and  expenses  "]• 

[In  cases  of  intervention  by  third  persons,  a  stipukuian  is  expressly 
required  by  the  above  mentioned  rule.] 


JURATORY  CAUTION  TO  PROSECUTE. 

m 

At  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America,  held  at ^  within 

and  for  the  District  of ,  on  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our 

Lord . 

A.  B.  against  C.  D.  [or  against  the  ship  called  the  Noma],  in  a  cause  of 
,  civil  and  maritime^ 

Which  day,  appeared  personally  the  abovenamed  A.  B.,  who,  submitting 
himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  bound  himself,  his  heirs,  executors 
and  administrators,  in  the  sum  of  [see  Precedents  Nos.  1  and  3],  unto  the 
said  G.  D.  [or,  for  the  benefit  of  whomsoever  it  may  concern(a)],  to  prosecute 
his  aforesaid  action,  and  to  pay  all  costs  and  expenses  which  may  be  awarded 
against  him  therein  by  the  final  decree  of  this  court,  or  of  any  appellate 
court,  and  to>  appear  on  the  —  day  of [the  return-day  of  the  pro- 
cess], and  so  often  afterwards  as  he  shall  be  ordered  by  the  court;  and  unless 
he  shall  so  do,  he  doth  hereby  consent  that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against 
him,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever 
the  same  shall  be  found,  to  the  value  of  the  sum  above  mentioned ;  and  the 
said  A.  B.  made  oath  that  he  would  appear  on  the day  of ,  and 


so  often  afterwards  as  he  shall  be  ordered  by  the  court 

Teste, 

E.  F.,  Clerk. 


(Signed)    A.  B. 


[A  petition  to  be  admitted  to  the  juratory  caution  being  addressed 
to  the  equitable  discretion  of  the  court,  stipulations  in  this  form  do 

(a)  See  Precedent  No.  3  and  note.    In  England,  the  stipulator,  in  a  juratory 
caution  to  prosecute,  binds  himself  to  the  master.    (See  Marriott's  Fbrm.,  354.) 

u 
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not  appear  to  be  ever  taken  before  a  comipiHrioner  in  England;  but 
in  ^li>iti  countrjTt  upon  a  previous  application  and  sufficient  caaMse 
sbowUf  the  court  would  probably  direct  the  stipulation  to  be  taken 
before  a  commissioner ;  and  in  that  case,  the  stipulation  would  be 
varied  accordingly.] 


XIV. 
STIPULATION  FOR  THE  SAPB  RETURN  OP  A  SHIP. 

At  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America,  held  at ,  within  and 

for  the  District  of ^  on  the day  of 1  in  the  year  of  our  Lord , 

A.  Bi  owner  of  three^ighth  parts  of  the  brig  called  the  Lara,  against  the 
said  brig,  and  against  R.  S.,  the  master  thereof  and  C.  D*»  the  owner  of  die 
remaining  five-eighth  parts  thereof. 

Whioh  day,  apppeared  personally  the  abovenamed  C.  D^  and  prodnoed 

for  sureties  E.  F.  of , ^  and  G.  H.  of  — t :  And  the  said 

C.  D.,  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  submitting  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  bound  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  the 

sum  of ,  being  double  the  appraised  value  of  three-eighth  parts  of  the 

said  brig,  unto  the  abovenamed  A.  B.,  owner  of  the  said  three-eighth  parta 
of  the  said  brig,  for  the  return  of  the  said  brig  to  the  port  of  ,  being  the 
port  to  which  the  same  belongs(a),  or  else  to  pay  to  the  said  A.  B.  the  value 
of  his  said  shares;  and  unless  they  shall  do  so,  they  hereby  severally  con- 
sent that  execution  shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the  same  shall  be  found,  to 
the  value  of  the  sum  aforesaid.  (Signed)    C.  D. 

E.F. 
Teste,  G.H. 

LJ.,  Clerk. 

[This  stipulation  may  also  be  taken  before  a  commissioner  accord- 
ing to  the  foregoing  precedents.  As  to  the  regularity  of  sabstitating 
a  bond  in  this  case,  see  the  note  at  the  conclusion  of  Precedent  No  3.] 

(a)  See  The  Margaret^  2  Haggard's  R.,  275,  278.  Possibly  a  stipulation  lor 
the  return  of  the  vessel  to  a  port,  or  to  eome  port  of  the  eUUe  where  she  belongs, 
may  be  admissible. 
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V.  APPEALS. 


I. 


APPEAL  FROM  A  DECREE  OF  THE  DISTRICT  COURT,  TO  THE 

CIRCUIT  COURT. 

Diiiriet  Court  of  the  United  Statet/br  the  Dietriet  of . 


A.  B.  LibeUant^ 

V, 

Tbe  Ship  VoniM,  her  tackle,  etc.  )  IN  ADMIRALTY. 
C.  D.,  Claimant  and  Reepon- 
dent 


The  aboTC  named  libellant  [or  respondent]  conceiving  himself  aggrieved 

bj  the  final  sentence  or  decree,  entered  on  the  ■         day  of ^  in  the 

above  entitled  cause,  doth  hereby  appeal  therefrom  to  the  next  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  to  be  held  in  and  for  the  said  district;  and  he  prays 
that  this  his  appeal  may  be  allowed,  and  that  a  transcript  of  the  record  and 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  duly  authenticated,  may  be  sent  to  the  said  circuit 
court. 


II. 

APPEAL  FROM  A  DECREE  OF  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT,  TO  THE 

SUPREME  COURT. 

Circuit  Court  qf  the  United  States  for  the  t 

District  of . 

[  Title  as  above.] 

The  above  named  libellant  [or  respondent]  conceiving  himself  aggrieved 
[etc,  as  above],  doth  hereby  appeal  therefrom  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States ;  and  he  prays  that  this  his  appeal  may  be  allowed,  and  that 
a  transcript  of  the  record,  proceedings  and  evidence  in  the  cause,  duly 
authenticated,  may  be  sent  to  the  said  Supreme  Court. 
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in. 

CITATION  ON  APPEAL  TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT. 
UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA,  • 

DiSTBIOT  OF ^  88. 

To ,  Greeting :  You  are  hereby  cited  and  admonished  to  be  and 

appear  at  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  be  held  at »  in  and 

for  the  District  of ^  on  the day  of  »  pursuant  to  an  f^peal 

from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district* 
wherein  -^^—  is  appellant  and  you  are  appellee,  to  show  cause,  if  any 
there  be,  why  the  said  decree  should  not  be  corrected,  and  speedy  justice  be 
done  to  the  parties  in  that  behalf. 

Witness  the  Honorable ,  Chief  Justice  [or  one  of  the  Justices]  of 

the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  [or  District  Judge  of  the  United 

States  for  the  said  district],  this day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 

18—. 

[Signed  by  the  Chief  Justin,  one  of  the  Justices,  or  the  District  Judge.] 


IV. 
CITATION  ON  APPEAL  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA,  ss. 

To ,  Greeting :  You  are  hereby  cited  and  admonished  to  be  and 

appear  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  on  the  second 
Monday  in  January  next,  pursuant  to  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of ,  wherein is  appel- 
lant and  you  are  appellee,  to  show  cause,  if  any  there  be,  why  the  said 
decree  should  not  be  corrected,  and  speedy  justice  be  done  to  the  parties  in 
that  behalf. 

Witness  the  Honorable ,  Chief  Justice  [or  one  of  the  Justices]  of 

the  said  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  this day  of ,  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord  18 — . 

[Signed  by  the  Chief  Justice,  or  one  of  the  Justices.] 
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V. 
SECURITY  TO  BE  TAKEN  ON  SIGNING  THE  CITATION. 

[One  of  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789 
relative  to  writs  of  error,  and  applied  by  the  act  of  1803  to  appeals, 
requires,  as  we  have  seen,  the  justice  or  judge,  on  mgning  the  cita- 
tion, to  ^'take  good  and  sufficient  security,"  etc.  But  the  new  Rules 
of  Admiralty  Practice  (contrary  to  the  English  practice)  require  that 
the  securities  to  be  origiaally  given  by  the  respective  parties  shall 
extend  as  well  to  the  appellate  court,  in  case  of  appeal,  as  to  the 
district  court ;  whereby  it  was  unquestionably  intended  to  dispense 
with  new  security  in  the  appellate  court.  But  security  may  or 
may  not  have  been  required  of  the  libellant  in  the  court  below; 
and  it  may,  in  a  suit  in  personam^  under  some  circumstances,  be  dis- 
pensed with  in  the  case  of  the  defendant,  except  for  costs.  In  such 
cases,  the  appellant  is  to  be  required  to  give  security.  If  the  appeal 
be  interposed  by  the  libellant,  the  security  is  for  costs  only ;  if  by 
the  defendant  in  a  suit  in  personam^  it  ought  to  be  also  for  damages. 
In  the  English  admiralty,  the  security  given  on  appeal,  as  well  as 
in  the  court  below,  is  in  the  form  of  a  stipulation.  In  this  country, 
it  is  supposed  to  have  been  generally,  if  not  uniformly,  as  well  in 
admiralty  causes  as  in  suits  in  equity,  in  the  form  of  a  bond. 

Supposing  the  libellant  in  the  case  to  which  the  foregoing  forms 
are  adapted,  to  be  the  appellant,  and  that  security  has  not  already 
been  given  by  him,  the  following  will  serve  for  the  form  of  the  bond 
to  be  exacted  of  him  by  the  judge,  on  signing  the  citation.] 

Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  A.  B.,  I.  J.  and  L.  M.,  of        ■, 


are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  C.  D.  of ,  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred 

and  fifty  dollars,  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors,  administrators 
or  assigns ;  to  which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves, 
our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly  and  seyerally,  firmly  by  these 
presents.    Dated  this day  of ,  in  the  year . 

Whereas,  the  above  bounden  A.  B.  has  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of ,  from  a  decree  of  the  District 
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Court  of  di6  United  States  for  the  aaid  district  [or  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 

the  United  States,  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 

for  the  District  of ^],  bearing  date. the  ■         day  of ,  in  a  cause  in 

which  the  said  A.  B,  was  libellant,  and  the  said  C.  D.  wss  claimant  of  the 

ship  Venus,  her  tackle,  etc^  and  respondent :  Now,  therefore,  the  condition 

of  this  obligation  is  suth,  that  if  the  aborenamed  appellant  A.  B.  shall 

prosecute  his  appeal  with  effect,  and  paj  all  such  costs  and  expenses  as  shall 

be  awarded  against  him  ss  such  appellant  therein,  then  this  obligation  to  be 

void ;  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  effect.  A.  B. 

L  J 
Sealed  and  delirered  )  .   J^ 

in  presence  of      y 

fWlien  the  security  is  given  in  a  suit  inpenonamj  whether  by  the 
libeUant  or  defendant,  it  will  be  essy  to  adapt  the  foregoing  fonn  to 
the  case.] 


VI. 

PETITION  OF  APPEAL  FROM  A  DECREE  OF  THE  DISTRICT  COURT, 

TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of . 


C.  D.,  chdmant  of  the  ship  Yenus, 
her  tsckle,  etc.,  AppeUantf 

9. 

A.  B.,  Jppellee, 


or, 


A.  B.,  AppeUanty 

V. 

C.  D.,  claimant  of  the  ship  Venus, 
her  tackle,  etc.,  Appellee. 


To  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 


The  Petition  of  Appeal  of  the  abovenamed  C.  D.  [or  A.  B.]  respectfully 
shows,  that  a  decree  was  lately  made  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 

States,  in  and  for  the  said  district,  bearing  date  the day  of ^  in  a 

certain  cause  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  pending  in  the  said 
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court,  wherein  the  aboYenamed  A«  B.  was  libellant,  and  the  abovenamed  0.  D. 
was  claimant  of  the  ship  Yenus,  her  tackle,  etc.,  and  respondent;  in  and  by 
which  said  decree,  it  was  [or  was,  among  other  things,]  otdered,  adjudged  and 
decreed,  that,  etc  [here  recite  the  substance  of  the  decree,  or  of  so  much 
thereof  as  the  appeal  is  mtended  to  draw  in  question] ;  which  said  decree 
of  the  said  district  court  [or  so  much  of  which  said  decree  as  is  above  stated 
and  set  forth]  is,  as  this  appellant  is  advised,  erroneoos,  and  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

Wherefore  this  appellant  respectfully  prays  that  the  said  decree  [or,  that 
so  much  of  the  said  decree  as  is  hereinbefore  stated  and  set  forth]  may  be 
reversed ;  and  that  such  other  decree  may  be  made  by  this  court  as  shall  be 
agreeable  to  equity  and  good  consdencct  and  this  appellant  may  be  restored 
to  all  things  which  he  has  lost  by  said  decree. 

And  this  appellant,  as  in  duty  bound,  will  ever  pray. 

C.  D.  [or  A.  B.] 
Dated  this day  of  -^— 1 18 — , 

E.  F.,  Proctor. 

G.  H.,  Advocate. 


VII. 
PETITION  OF  APPEAL  FROM  A  DEGREE  OF  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT, 

TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT. 

[Title  aa  above.] 

To  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States : 

The  Petition  of  Appeal  of  the  abovenamed  C.  D.  [or  A.  B.]  respectfully 
shows,  that  a  decree  was  lately  made  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of ,  bearing  date  the day  of ,  in  a  cer- 
tain cause  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  pending  in  the  said  court, 
wherein  the  abovenamed  A.  B.  was  libellant,  and  the  abovenamed  C.  D.  was 
defendant ;  in  and  by  which  [etc,  as  in  the  last  precedent,  to  the  end]. 
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» vm. 

ANSWER  TO  PETITION  ON  APPEAL. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of . 

or, 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

[Title  as  above.] 

The  answer  of  the  aboye  respondent,  io  the  petition  of  appeal  of  the 
appellant 

This  respondent,  not  confessing  or  acknowledging  all  or  any  of  the  matters 
or  things  to  be  true  as  in  and  by  the  said  petition  of  appeal  are  contained 
and  set  forth,  for  answer  thereunto,  says,  that  he  believes  it  to  be  true  that 
such  decree,  as  is  complained  of  by  the  appellant,  was  made  by  the  District 

[or  Circuit]  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of ,  as  in  the 

said  petition  of  appeal  is  set  forth ;  but  as  to  the  date,  substance  and  con- 
tents thereof,  this  respondent  humbly  craves  leave  to  refer  thereto,  when 
the  same  shall  be  produced.      • 

And  this  respondent  is  advised  and  believes  that  the  said  decree  is  agree- 
able to  justice  and  equity;  and  he  therefore  prays  that  the  same  may  be 
affirmed,  and  that  the  said  petition  of  appeal  may  be  dismissed  by  this 
honorable  court,  with  costs  to  be  adjudged  to  this  respondent. 

A.  B.  [or  C.  D.] 

K.  L.,  Proctor, 

M.  N.,  Advocate.  • 
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ADDENDA. 


The  19th  volume  of  Howard's  Reports  of  the  Decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  not  having  made 
its  appearance  until  the  very  last  of  the  preceding  sheets 
.  are  passing  through  the  press,  the  author  avails  himself  of 
the  only  mode  remaining  to  him  briefly  to  notice  such 
of  these  newly  reported  cases,  pertaining  to  the  subjects 
treated  of  in  the  present  work,  as  seem  to  require  it. 

One  of  these  decisions  he  deems  it  the  more  strongly 
incumbent  on  him  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  learned 
reader,  because  it  asserts,  and  purports  to  rest  upon,  dogmas 
in  marked  conflict  with  what  he  has  hitherto  regarded  as 
among  the  settled  and  indisputable  principles  of  the  mari- 
time law,  and  which  he  has  accordingly  not  hesitated  to 
lay  down  as  such  in  the  antecedent  pages  of  this  work. 

l^he  case  alluded  to  is  that  of  The  SuUana{a). 

(a)  Reported,  according  to  a  practice  much  to  be  deplored,  under 
tbe  title  of  Samuel  F.  Pratt,  Pascal  P.  Pratt  and  Edward  P.  Seals, 
claimants  of  the  steamboat  Sultana,  appellants,  v.  Charles  M.  Reed, 
libellant,  19  Howard's  R.,  359.  If  the  learned  reporter  sees  fit  to 
perseyere  in  giving  the  names  of  all  the  parties  concerned  in  admiralty 
suits,  instead  of  simply  giying  the  name  of  the  ship,  he  will,  I  trust, 
excuse  a  gentle  hint  that  he  should  be  careful  not  to  aggravate  tbe 
offence  by  the  incongruity  of  applying  to  the  parties  on  one  side  the 
appellation  belonging  to  them  in  the  appellate  court,  and  on  the  other 
that  which  perUdns  to  them  as  suitors  in  the  court  below.  The  cor- 
relative of  Appellant"  is  Respondent^  not '' Libellants."    But  there 
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^         The  Sultana  was  a  steamer  employed  in  the  transports- 
tion  of  passengers  and  merchafidise  on  Lake  Erie  and  the 
upper  lakeSy  and  was  owned  at  Buffalo,  in  the  State  of 
New- York.    The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value 
of  coal  firom  time  to  time  supplied  at  Erie,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  for  the  use  of  the  vessd  in  generating  steam. 
The  master,  at  whose  instance  the  supplies  were  furnished, 
was  also  the  sole  owner,  and  was  known  to  be  such  by 
the  libellant.    The  defence  ( interposed  by  mortgagees  of 
the  vessel)  was  the  asserted  want  of  an  implied  lien  on 
the  Sultana  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  who,  it  was  allied, 
must  be  considered  to  have  looked  to  the  personal  respon- 
sibility of  the  master  alone  for  remuneration.    In  ihe 
district  court  this  defence  was  overruled,  and  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  libellant  was  decreed  to  hun.    On  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court  the  decree  was  affirmed.    On  what 
ground  it  was  contended  by  the  able  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants, either  in  the  courts  bdow  or  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  lien,  does  not  appear 
firom  the  report,  the  arguments  of  the  counsel  being  wholly 
omitted.    But  the  omission  is  unimportant  to  the  object  of 

is  another  and  grayer  error  in  the  entitting  of  this  cause,  which,  how- 
ever, probably  originated  in  the  coort  below.  The  persons  who  ap- 
peared to  contest  the  lien,  asserted  by  the  libeUant,  are  denominated 
<'  Obdmants."  A  claimant  is  one  who  asserts  a  proprietary  right  to 
the  ship,  and  to  entitle  him  to  admission  as  such,  he  is  required  to 
make  oath  that  he  '*  is  the  true  and  bona  fide  owner,  and  that  no 
other  person  is  the  owner "  of  the  vessel.  But  the  defendants  here 
were  mortgagees,  and  in  that  character  intervened  for  their  interest. 
They  were  therefore  intervenors.  The  simple,  proper  and  graceful 
antidote  to  these  and  other  like  incongruities,  by  which  the  records  of 
our  admiralty  juris$>rudence  are  so  sadly  marred,  is  to  designate  each 
case  by  the  name  of  the  vessel  alone,  according  to  the  invariable  English 
usage.  The  next  succeeding  case  in  this  volume,  p.  362  (the  report 
of  which,  by  the  by,  is  scarcely  intelligible),  is  obnoxious  to  the  like 
criticisms. 
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this  notice.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  though  very  brief, 
speaks  for  itself.  It  is  proposed  to  dissect  it,  and  to  subject 
its  general  members  to  a  summary  exaniination(a). 

Afer  stating  the  pleadings  and  narrating  the  essential 
facts,  the  learned  justice  who  spoke  for  the  court  proceeds 
to  observe : 

"  There  is  no  great  doubt  in  the  case  but  that  the  article  was 
necessary  for  the  navigation  of  the  vessel  at  the  times  when  fur- 
nished, though  the  proof  is  very  loose  and  indefinite.  It  seems 
to  have  been  taken  for  granted  that  a  supply  of  coal  was  essen- 
tial to  the' propelling  of  a  steamboat,  and,  in  a  general  sense,  this 
is  doubtless  true ;  but  then,  to  make  out  a  necessity  within  the 
admiralty  rule,  the  supply  must  be  really  or  apparently  necessary  « 
at  the  time  when  furnished." 

That  is  true,  unquestionably,  though  the  phrase, "  within 
the  admiralty  rule,''  had  better  have  been  omitted,  as 
adapted  only  to  mislead;  for  when  the  question  is  whethe): 
the  owner  is  bound  by  a  contract  made  by  the  master  for 
supplies  or  repairs,  the  rule  is  the  same  in  a  court  of  com- 
mon law  as  in  a  court  of  admhralty.  Let  us  pass  on,  how- 
ever. 

The  learned  judge  continues : 

"  But  the  more  serious  di£Sculty  in  the  case,  on  the  part  of  the 
libellant,  is  the  entire  absence  of  any  proof  to  show  that  there 
was  a  necessity,  at  the  time  of  procuring  the  supplies,  for  a  credit 
upon  the  vessel.  This  proof  is  as  essential  as  that  of  the  necessity 
of  the  article  itself.  The  vessel  is  not  subject  to  a  lien  for  a  com- 
mon debt  of  the  master  or  owner.  It  is  only  under  very  special 
circumstances,  and  in  an  unforeseen  and  unexpected  emei^ncy, 
that  an  implied  maritime  hypothecation  can  be  created  "  1 

(a)  It  will  be  seen  that  the  important  £MSt  of  the  debt  having  been 
contracted  by  the  sole  owner  in  person,  known  to  be  so  by  the  plain- 
tiff, is  passed  over  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  as  entitled  to  little  regard, 
and  the  reader  will  be  pleased  to  leave  this  fiict  out  of  view  for  the 
present,  and  until  it  shall  again  be  brought  to  his  notice. 
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No  authority  is  cited  for  these  dogmas,  nor,  so  &r  as  the 
author  is  informed,  is  there  the  semblance  of  any  such 
authority  to  be  anywhere  found.  On  the  contrary,  that 
all  necessary  supplies  fiimished  in  good  faith,  on  credit,  to 
the  master  of  a  vessel  in  a  foreign  port,  are  to  be  presumed, 
unless  the  reverse  is  proved,  to  have  been  furnished  on  the 
credit  of  the  vessel  as  well  as  upon  the  personal  respons- 
bility  of  the  owner  and  master,  has  long  been  regarded  as 
an  indisputable  axiom. 

As  such  it  has  been  applied  in  the  maritime  courts  of 
the  continent  of  Europe,  and  hitherto,  without  scruple,  in 
numberless  instances  in  this  country ;  and  at  length,  since 
the  restoration  by  act  of  Parliament  to  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  its  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the  claims  of  ma- 
terial-men, in  England.  Unless  there  be  an  express  stipu- 
lation to  the  contrary,  or  some  other  act  be  done  by  the 
material-man  amounting  to  a  waiver,  as  the  acceptance  of 
Bome  other  independent  security,  the  Uen  arises  and 
silently  attaches  by  operation  of  law  (such  being  its 
policy,  founded  in  the  supposed  necessities  of  commerce), 
from  the  nature  of  the  contract.  Nothing  is  more  natural 
than  that  vessels  in  making  long  voyages,  especiaUy 
American  vessels  employed  in  lake  commerce  or  in  the 
coasting  trade  on  the  Atlantic  coast,  enterprises  notoriously 
carried  on,  to  a  great  extent,  upon  credit,  should  occasion- 
ally and  even  frequently  happen  to  be  in  want  of  indispen- 
sable repairs  or  supplies  while  absent  from  a  home  port ; 
nor  can  the  want  of  sufficient  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
master,  to  defray  the  expenses  he  may  thus  be  obliged  to 
incur,  be  justly  denominated  ^*  an  unforeseen  and  tmex- 
pected  emergency."  But  we  are  now  infonned  that  those 
who  venture  to  trust  the  master  in  such  cases  must  look  to 
his  personal  responsibility  alone  for  reimbursement. 

"  It  seems,^  continues  the  learned  judge, ''  also,  to  be  supposed 
that  circumstances  of  less  pressing  necessity,  for  supplies  or  repairs. 
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and  an  implied  bypotheeation  of  the  vessel  to  procure  them,  will 
f^atisfy  the  rule,  than  in  a  case  of  necessity,  sufficient  to  justify  a 
loan  of  money  on  bottomry,  for  the  like  purpose.  We  think  this 
a  misapprehension.  The  difference  is,  that  before  a  bottomry  bond 
can  be  given,  an  additional  fact  must  appear,  namely,  that  the 
master  could  not  procure  the  money  without  giving  the  extra- 
ordinary interest  incident  to  that  species  of  security.  This  dis. 
ti notion  was  attempted  in  the  case  of  The  Alexander  (1  Wm. 
Rob.,  336),  but  was  rejected  by  Dr.  Lushington.  A  principle, 
also,  excluding  any  such  dtstinction,  has  been  laid  down,  at  this 
term,  in  the  case  of  William  Thomas  and  others  v.  J,  W.  Os- 
bom{ay 

In  what  quarter  it  was  that  the  supposition,  mentioned 
at  the  begining  of  this  extract,  seemed  to  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson  to  be  entertained,  he  does  not  inform  us,  except 
by  his  reference  to  the  case  of  The  Alexander.  It  will 
be  necessary  to  recur  to  this  case  in  the  sequel.  Suffice 
it  for  the  present  to  say  that  it  contains  no  allusion  what- 
ever to  bottomry  bonds.  Bottomry  contracts  have  at  all 
times  been  cognizable,  and  have  often  been  subjects  of  liti- 
gation in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty ;  but  it  is  only 
within  the  last  few  years  that,  in  latter  times,  this  court 
has  exercised  jurisdiction  in  behalf  of  material-men. 
While,  therefore,  prior  to  the  late  act  of  Parliament  restor- 
ing this  jurisdiction,  the  kind  and  degree  of  necessity 
requisite  to  give  validity  to  a  bottomry  bond  had  been 
fully  discussed  in  the  English  Admiralty,  the  reports  of  its 
decisions  had  shed  no  light  upon  the  nature  and  urgency 
of  the  necessity  required  to  tender  the  ship-owner,  and  his 
ship  by  implication,  responsible  for  debts  contracted  by  the 
master.    Although  the  authority  of  the  master  to  bind  the 

(a)  This  is  the  case  of  The  Barque  Laura,  or,  as  the  reporter  has 
it,  of  ^*  William  Thomas,  Southworth  Barnes,  Nathaniel  Russell  and 
others,  owners  of  the  barque  Laura,  Appellants,  v.  James  W.  Osbom," 
19  Howard's  R.,  22. 
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owner  had  been  much  discosBed  in  the  courts  of  eommon 
law  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  Mr.  Justice 
Stort,  in  an  early  case,  as  is  shown  in  the  antecedent 
pages  of  this  work,  deemed  it  necessary  to  institute  thk 
inquiry,  and  he  addressed  himself  to  the  task  with  Ins  ac- 
customed ardor  and  success.  ESs  conclusion  was  predaely 
that  which  the  present  distinguished  judge  of  the  En^ish 
Court  of  Admiralty  arrived  at  and  acted  on  in  the  first 
contested  cases  that  came  before  the  court  under  the  act  of 
Parliament,  and,  strange  to  say,  in  the  very  cases  of  The 
Alexander^  aheady  mentioned,  and  of  The  Saphttj  also,  as 
we  shall  presently  see,  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in 
support  of  doctrines  utterly  at  war  with  the  principles 
they  clearly  inculcate.  Mr.  Justice  Story's  conclusion 
was,  that  the  supplies  must  appear  to  have  been  fit  and 
proper  for  the  vessel,  and  such  as  it  may  reasonably  be 
presumed  a  prudent  owner  of  the  vessel  would  have 
ordered  had  he  been  pre8ent(a).  With  regard  to  bottomry 
bonds,  it  having  been  the  habit  of  English  judges  of  ^- 
miralty  to  indulge  in  strong  but  indefinite  language  ui 
describing  the  privileges  that  belong  to  them,  and  the 
necessities  of  commerce  to  which  they  owe  their  origin, 
Mr.  Justice  Story  also  entered  earnestly  and  elaborately 
into  the  inquiry,  whether  in  reality  any  higher  degree  of 
necessity  was  necessary  to  authorize  the  master  to  give  a 
bottomry  bond  than  was  required  to  subject  the  ship  to  an 
implied  hypothecation.  His  decision  was  that  there  was  no 
distinction  between  the  cases  in  this  respect,  but  that  to 
uphold  a  loan  on  bottomry  it  must  'be  shown  that  there 
was  the  "  superadded  necessity  "  of  resortmg  to  tins  extra- . 

(a)  Dr.  LusHiNOTON,  in  The  Alexander  (1  Wm.  Rob.  Adm.  R., 
288,  346),  laid  down  the  role  asfoUows:  It  must  appear  that  the 
BuppUes  were  ''fit  and  proper  for  the  service  in  which  the  veisel  was 
engaged,  and  what  the  owner  of  that  vessel,  as  a  prudent  man,  would 
have  ordered  if  present." 
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ordinary  and  disadvantagous  means  of  raising  fonds  for  the 
use  of  the  ship,  or  that  upon  diligent  inquiry  the  lender 
was  led  to  entertain  a  reasonable  belief  of  the  existence 
of  such  necessity,  and  that  he  advanced  his  money  in  good 
faith(a)« 

There  is  nothing  in  the  later  decisions  of  the  English 
Court  of  Admiralty  at  all  at  variance  with  Mr.  Justice 
Story's  conclusion.  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  is  very  far, 
therefore,  from  deriving  any  support  from  his  reference  to 
bottomry  bonds(i).  The  rule  applicable  to  them,  with 
respect  to  the  degree  of  necessity  for  supplies  requisite  to 
give  validity  to  a  loan  on  bottomry,  is  the  same  as  that 
already  mentioned,  required  to  confer  an  implied  lien  on 
the  ship  for  supplies  furnished  directly;  and  the  super- 
added necessity  requisite  to  uphold  a  bottomry  bond  is 
uniformly  spoken  of  and  treated  as  peculiar  to  this  form 
of  security,  while  Mr.  Justice  Nelsok,  on  the  contrary, 
insists,  without  the  slightest  warrant,  and  with  strange 
inconsistency,  moreover,  upon  a  Uke  superadded  necessity, 
to  give  a  simple  lien  by  unplication. 

The  learned  judge  having  thus  laid  down  the  principles 
on  which  he  supposed  the  case  ought  to  be  decided,  next 
proceeded  to  apply  them  as  follows : 

'*Now,  the  supplies  haying  been  famished  at  a  fixed  place, 
according  to  the  account  current,  and  apparently  under  some 
general  understanding  and  arrangement,  the  presumption  is  that 
there  could  be  no  necessity  for  the  implied  hypothecation  of  the 
vessel — there  could  be  no  unexpected  or  unforeseen  exigency  to 
require  it.  For  aught  that  appears,  the  supplies  could  have  been 
procured  on  the  personal  credit  of  the  master,  and  in  this  case, 
especially,  as  he  was  also  the  owner/' 

So,  then,  it  seems  a  master,  who  in  a  foreign  port  finds 
himself  under  the  necessity  of  obtaining  supplies  or  repairs 

(a)  See  Vol.  I.,  eh.  5.  (b)  lb. 
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on  credit,  is  under  obligaticm,  if  poadble,  to  procure  than  on 
hiB  own  personal  re^onsibility,  and  is  not  permitted  to  ob- 
tain them  on  the  credit  of  the  ship,  mitil  his  efforts  have 
proyed  fraitless.  But  upon  this  medley  of  false  principles, 
and  bald,  unwarrantable  presumptions,  it  is  unneceasary  to- 
dwell* 
The  learned  judge  proceeds  to  the  effect  following : 

"  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  master  being 
the  owner,  of  itself  excludes  the  possibility  of  a  case  of  necessity 
that  would  justify  an  implied  hypothecation ;  but  it  is  undoubtedly 
a  circumstance  that  should  be  attended  to,  in  ascertaining  whether 
any  such  necessity  existed  in  the  particular  case  (1  Wnu  Bob., 
36a,  The  Sophie):' 

As  nothing  had  thus  far  been  said  fiom  which  the  infer- 
ence the  learned  judge  saw  fit  here  to  repel  could  possibly 
have  been  drawn,  this  salvo  was  entirely  unnecessary.  It 
may  not  be  amiss,  however,  just  to  glance  at  the  legal 
effect  of  a  purchase  of  necessaries  on  credit  in  a  foreign 
port,  by  the  sole  owner  in  person,  who  nav^ites  the  vessel 
as  master.  That,  as  a  general  rule,  no  lien  arises  by  impli- 
cation from  contracts  entered  into  by  the  owner,  has 
at  all  times  been  regarded  as  an  established  principle  of 
the  maritime  law,  and  the  authpr  having  met  with  no 
intimation  of  any  exception  to  it,  he  did  not  hesitate  to  lay 
it  down,  in  an  antecedent  chapter  of  this  work,  as  uni- 
versally  true.  In  The  Svkanc^  however,  when  before  the 
district  court,  the  able  and  learned  judge  of  that  court 
took  occasion  to  enter  into  an  elaborate  examination  of  the 
question  whether  a  distinction  ought  not  to  be  made,  in 
this  respect,  between  ordinary  cases  and  those  in  which 
the  characters  of  owner  and  master  were  united  in  the 
same  person.  His  not  unreasonable  conclusion  was,  that 
the  rule  did  not  extend  to  cases  of  the  latter  description ; 
and  in  The  Sophie^  cited  above,  the  fact  that  the  master 
was  also  jxiTt-owner,  though  adverted  to  by  Dr.  Lushin^g- 
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TON,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  supposed^  either  by  him 
or  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  to  be  of  the  slightest 
importance  in  deciding  on  the  existence  of  an  implied  lien. 
But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  a  sole  ownership  by 
the  master,  known  to  the  material-man,  would  not  have 
been  deemed  condusive  against  the  plaintiff.  Be  this  as 
it  may,  however,  in  The  Laura^  above  cited,  it  was  assumed 
and  distinctly  asserted,  without  qualification,  as  the  settled 
law  of  this  country,  both  by  Mr.  Justice  Curtis,  speaking 
for  the  majority,  and  by  the  chief  justice,  in  his  dissentient 
opinion,  concurred  in  by  the  rest  of  the  judges,  that  no  lien 
results  from  a  contract  with  the  owner,  albeit  he  is  also 
master.  The  decision  of  that  case  having  preceded  that 
of  the  case  under  consideration,  in  which  it  distinctly  ap- 
peared that  the  master  was,  and  that  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff,  also  the  sole  owner  of  the  Sultana,  it  seems 
difficult  to  account  for  Mr.  Justice  Nelson's  unnecessary 
resort  to  the  false  ground  of  defence  on  which  he  chose  to 
found  his  decision,  or  fen*  his  intimation,  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  doetHne  so  explicitly  laid  down  in  The  Laura^ 
that  there  might  be  cases  in  which  a  contract  for  supplies, 
entered  into  with  the  owner,  might  confer  an  unpUed  lien. 
His  reference  to  it,  however,  for  a  purpose  which,  by  no 
torture  could  it  be  made  in  the  slightest  degree  to  sub- 
serve, shows  him  to  have  had,  at  the  time,  but  a  very 
defective  apprehension  of  its  import. 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  conclusion  of  this  most  dis- 
creditable performance : 

'*  These  maritime  liens,"  continues  the  learned  jndge,  "  in  the 
coasting  business,  and  in  the  business  upon  the  lakes  and  rivers, 
are  greatly  increasing ;  and,  as  they  are  tacit  and  secret,  are  not 
to  be  encouraged,  but  should  be  strictly  limited  to  the  necessities 
of  commerce  which  created  them.  Any  relaxation  of  the  law, 
in  this  respect,  will  tend  to  perplex  and  embarrass  business,  rather 
than  furnish  facilities  for  carrying  it  forward.    After  the  fullest 
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consideration,  we  tbink  Uie  decree  bdow  was  erroneons,  and  should 

■ 

be  reversed,"  etc 

Most  certainly  there  ought  to  be  no  relaxation  of  the  law 
in  this  or  any  other  respect  by  a  judicial  tribunal ;  but  it 
is  equally  true,  on  the  other  hand,  that  no  judicial  tribunal 
has  a  right,  from  any  supposed  considerations  of  policy,  to 
restrict  the  law  by  arbitrarily  withholding  its  remedies 
from  those  who  are  entitled  to  them.  If  the  practice  of 
resorting  to  admiralty  process  to  enforce  the  claims  of 
material-men  has  become  an  evil  requiring  the.  abolition 
of  implied  maritime  liens  in  their  favor  (for  such,  to  a  very 
great  extent,  must  be  the  effect  of  the  alteration  of  ike 
law  inaugurated  by  this  decision),  it  belongs  to  the  legislar 
tive,  not  to  the  judicial  branch  of  the  government,  to  apply 
the  remedy. 

Before  concluding  this  review,  it  may  not  be  amiss  to 
notice  somewhat  more  particularly,  yet;  very  briefly,  the 
three  reported  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson. 

In  Thonuu  et  al.  v.  0$bom^  the  sound  and  explicit  state- 
ments of  the  law  by  Mr.  Justice  Cubtis  in  pronouncing 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  by  the  chief  justice  in  his 
masterly  dissenting  opinion,  in  exact  accordance  with  the 
principles  above  laid  down,  might  have  sufficed,  one  would 
suppose,  to  remove  from  the  mind  of  Mr.  Justice  Nelson 
the  singular  delusions  under  which  he  appears  to  have 
labored.  It  would  be  easy  to  show  this  by  extracts  from 
the  report;  but  being  accessible  to  every  American  law- 
yer, the  author  contents  himself  with  this  reference  to  it. 
So  it  is  with  the  two  English  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson;  and  not  the  least  remarkable  feature  of  his  opin- 
ion is,  that  the  very  cases,  and  the  only  ones 'to  which  he 
refers,  not  only  afford  no  color  for  his  heresies,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  effectually  refute  them. 

In  The  Alexander ^  the  supplies  obtained  in  an  English 
port,  on  credit,  by  the  master  of  a  foreign  ship,  consisted 
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chiefly  in  an  anchor  and  a  chain  cable.  The  defence  was 
twofold :  1.  That  these  articles  were  purchased,  not  for 
the  use  of  the  ship,  but  for  a  private  adventure  of  the 
master;  and  2.  That  they  were  wholly  unnecessary. 
The  first  ground  Dr.  Lushikgton  did  not  consider  quite 
sufficiently  established.  As  to  the  second,  it  was  argued 
in  behalf  of  the  material-men,  that  the  supplies,  being 
in  their  nature  necessary  to  the  safe  navigation  of  the 
ship,  it  was  fairly  within  the  scope  of  the  master's  author- 
ity to  order  them.  To  this  it  was  answered,  in  behalf  of 
the  owners,  that  it  ought  also  to  appear  that  the  Alexan- 
der was,  at  the  tme^  in  want  of  them,  the  reverse  of  which 
it  was  alleged  was  true,  as  she  already  had  two  anchors, 
and  had  no  use  for  more.  Dr.  Lushington,  in  pronoun- 
cing his  judgment,  referring  to  the  total  want  of  any  evi- 
dence that  the  ship  was  in  want  of  another  anchor  and 

cable,  expressed  himself  to  the  following  effeSt : 

• 

''  I  cannot  direst  myself  of  the  conviction  that  some  eridence 
is  necessary — there  woald  have  been  no  difficulty  to  have  proved, 
by  evidence  of  persons  acquainted  with  nautical  affairs  and  en- 
gaged in  voyages  of  this  description,  that  a  third  anchor  and 
cable  were  articles  such  as  a  prudent  chirner  would  have  sanc- 
tioned. No  such  evidence  is  produced  in  the  present  case.  The 
onus  rests  on  the  plaintiff,  and  such  onus  has  been  altogether 
deserted  in  the  present  instance.  Upon  the  other  side,  it  is  dis- 
tinctly sworn,  in  the  affidavits  of  the  ma8ter(a),  the  mate  and  the 
seamen  on  board  the  vessel,  that  she  was  supplied  with  the  proper 
number  of  anchors  and  cables,  and  that  the  articles  in  question 
were  of  no  service  and  were  never  used.'' 

According  to  Dr.  Lushingtok,  then,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  be  required  to  give  "  some  proof"  (and  it  is  very  clear 
that  he  deemed  slight  proof  to  be  prima  fade  sufficient) 
that  there  was  a  present  necessity  for  the  supplies  for 

(a)  There  had,  in  the  meantime,  been  a  change  of  masters. 
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which  he  had  broaght  his  action ;  but  rtot  a  i^ord  abnm 
^*  very  special  drcumstances,*'  ^  unforeseen  and  unexpeckc 
emergencies/'  and  "pressing  necessity"  t€>  *^ justify  an  i^ 
plied  hypothecation ; "  and  not  a  wovd  abon^  any  dtstioe- 
tion  between  express  hypothecations  by  bot^tomry  boo^ 
and  implied  hj^thecations,  although  it  is  nciost  imaoooont- 
ably  asserted  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  that  '^  this  diB^nctioB 
was  attempted  in  the  case  of  The  Alejxualer^    bot  was 
rejected  by  Dr.  LusHiKaTON."    There  is  not  in  thj^  eaae, 
by  judge  (mt  counsel,  the  remotest  allusion  to  bottomr? 
bonds,  nor  a  single  syllable  to  give  color  to  sneli  m  re^eoee. 

The  other  English   case.  The  Sophief     cited    by  Mr 
Justice  Nelson,  so  far  as  it  beats  on  the  point  discussed 
by  him,  is  precisely  to  the  same  effect.    The  qnestioii  them 
was  whether  the  owner,  and  of  course  the  ship,  ^rere  bound 
for  the  payment  of  money  advanced  to  the  master  to  eo- 
able  him  to  o\>tain  supplies,  in  like  manner  as  for  a  direct 
supply  of  the  articles  needed.    Dr.  LuSHiNGTOif  held  t&at 
there  was  no  difference  in  this  req)ect  between  the  two 
cases  (though,  in  adverting  incidentally  to  this  question,  in 
The  Alexander  J  he  had  very  properly  intimated  that,  off 
account  of  the  greater  danger  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
master,  and  especially  of  collusion  between  him  vnd  the 
lender,  it  might  be  fit  to  require  stronger  proof  that  the 
ship  really  stood  in  need  of  the  supplies),  and,  npon  the 
production  of  an  affidavit  *'  stating  that  the  money  was 
advanced  for  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  ship,"  he  signed 
the  primum  deeretunu 

It  is  really  humiliating  to  see  such  a  judgment  as  tUs 
emanating  from  the  highest  judicatory  of  the  counby. 
To  one  having  but  a  moderate  acquaintance  with  the  law 
maritime  it  must  be  obvious  that  the  writer,  of  what  hew 
appears  as  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  must  have 
entertained  very  obscure  and  confused  ideas  of  the  settled 
and  best  defined  principles  of  that  branch  of  American 
jurisprudence. 
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.  ^    '  *^»  Incredible  as  it  may  seem,  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice 

^^*f  Nelson  seems  to  infer  a  conviction  on  his  part  that  to 

^^  ^"^  subject  a  ship  to  an  implied  hypothecation  in  favor  of  a 

'  *  *«  i:  material-man,  requires  some  positive  act  or  stipulation,  or 

^^Wa  ki^  g^i  least  some  express  consent,  on  the  part  of  the  master, 

'^'{^^u  for  this  spedfift  purpose,  contrary  to  the  plain  import  of 

'*'i£4ri  the  very  appellation  by  which  this  form  of  security  is 

^ibsr  designated.     He  does  not  speak  of  the  lien  as  aritingj 

''tmk^:  remUing^  accruing  or  springing  from  the  nature  of  the  con- 

^  1^ :  tract,  but  as  a  thing  to  be  given  or  vnthheld  by  the  master 

o^yfUf^i.  according  to  circumstances,  i^id  he  accordingly  undertakes 

S^  r  the  novel  task  of  defining  the  ^<  necessity  that  -wovldjutv/y 

2  Ui  c  cm  implied  hypothecation.''    It  can  hardly  be  necessary, 

;  T,^  after  What  has  been  said,  toenterinto  a  formal  refutation 

fh^hp  of  so  gross  a  misapprehension.    The  question  of  implied 

vi£!f  hypothecation,  in  any  given  case,  depends  on  the  question 

r^f  L  of  the  master's  authority,  under  the  circumstances  of  that 

iijr^.  case,  to  bind  the  owner.    If  he  had  this  authority,  the 

Vrp;  liability  of  the  ship,  in  specie,  follows  as  a  legal  conse- 
quence 5  if  he  had  n€||  this  authority,  he  alone  is  responsi- 

- .  ble,  though  not,  it  is  supposed,  in  a  court  of  admiralty ; 

for  he  simply  contracts  a  conmion  debt,  for  which  he  ren- 

V  deiB  hhnself  answerable  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  at  common 

law(a). 

(a)  If,  as  this  and  the  case  of  St.  John  t.  Paine^  noticed  at  page 

417,  ei  9eq,,  of  the  first  volume,  seem  clearly  to  infer,  it  is  the  practice 

of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  a  general  rule,  to  confide  the 

examination  and  decision  of  the  scTeral  cases  argued  before  it  to  a 

single  one  of  their  number,  I  must  be  permitted,  in  behalf  of  the 

American  public,  to  say,  that  it  is  not  only  highly  desirable,  but  a 

clear  dictate  of  imperative  duty,  henceforth,  if  possible,  to  sToid  the 

grave  error  of  entrusting  this  high  function,  in  any  case,  to  a  judge 

j  not  acquainted  with  the  general  principles  of  law  pertaining  to  it,  and 

(  who  is  not  likely,  before  presumuig  to  decide  it,  to  take  the  trouble 

I  of  learning  them.    A  suitor  for  justice  before  a  tribunal,  for  an  Ameri- 

i  can  citizen,  of  last  resort  this  side  the  bar  of  Qodj  has  a  right  to 
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In  the  chapter  on  contractB  of  afl9reightane&t(cz)  these 
contracts,  whether  in  the  nsnal  form  evidenced  by  a  bill 
of  lading,  or  in  that  of  a  charter-party,  are  spokeo  of  in 
general  terms,  withoot  qualification,  as  conferring-  a  lien, 
upon  the  one  hand  on  the  ship  for  the  safe  conveyance  of 
the  caigo,  and  upon  the  other  on  the  cargo  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  freight.    Not  being  cogniziAle  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  and  the  courts  <^  com- 
mon law  being  inccHnpetent  to  entertain  suits  m  rem,  this 
lien  has  not  been  the  subject  ofidiscussion  in  the  EngUsh 
courts.    In  this  country  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  coo^ 
tracts  of  aflBreightment  has  from  time  to  time  been  asserted, 
and  has  at  length  become  definitively  established,  as  tiie 
learned  reader  vnll  have  become  apprised  by  what  is  said 
in  the -chapter  just  above  cited;  and  the  American  courts 
of  admiralty  are  now  fiiequently  lesorted  to  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  enforcing  the  liens  accruing  from  them  by  force  <^ 
the  maritime  law.    It  is  only  lately,  however,  that  these 
courts  have  been  called  upon  to  ascertain  and  determine 
the  precise  point  of  time  at  which  ^  lien  in  favor  of  ibe 
freighter  first  attaches.    But  it  seems  now  to  be  authoritar 
tively  settled,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  no 
such  lien  arises,  at  earliest,  until  the  delivery  and  recdpt 
of  the  goods  on  boardi    This  rule  was  distinctly  asserted  by 
the  Supreme  Court  in  TTie  Freeman{b) ;  and  in  2%e  Yankee 
Blade{c)i  it  was  explicitiy  re-affirmed,  in  a  learned  and  satis- 

expect  that  it  will  be  meted  out  to  him  according  to  law;  and  it  is 
matter  of  still  graver  conoem  that  a  yenerable  system  of  laws,  which 
it  has  required  centuries  and  the  united  wisdom  of  the  most  oiligbt- 
ened  nations  to  perfect,  should  not  be  corrupted  by  innovations,  the 
fhiit  of  inadequate  knowledge  and  indecent  eelf-complacencf  . 


(a)  Vol.  I.,  ch.  4 

(6)  The  schooner  Freeman  v.  Buckingham^  18  Howard's  R.9  168. 

(c)  VanderwaUr  v.  Mills,  19  Howard's  R.,  82. 


ADDENDA.  607 

factory  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Gbeen,  and  was 
declared  applicable  to  a  contract  by  charter-party.  Indeed, 
the  foreign  continental  writers  seem  to  defer  it  until  the 
vessel  shall  have  actually  proceeded  on  her  voyage.  Under 
this  predicament  of  the  subject  in  point  of  authority,  the 
question  arose  very  recently  in  the  District  .Court  for 
the  Northern  District  of  New- York,  whether  the  general 
rule  established  by  these  decisions  was  applicable  to  the 
case  .  of  a  charter-party  embracing  an  entire  season  of 
navigation  on  the  lakes,  the  owner  stipulating  to  victual, 
man  and  navigate  the  vessel,  but  where,  after  several 
voyages  had  been  performed  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tract, the  owner  unlawfully  withdrew  his  vessel  altogether 
from  the  service.  The*  conclusion  of  the  learned  judge, 
upon  an  elaborate  review  of  the  authorities,  foreign 
as  weU  as  American,  was  that  the  case  could  not  properly 
be  made  an  exception  to  the  rule(a).  I  can  discern  no 
ground  on  which  this  conclusion  could  have  been  consis- 
tently avoided.  The  only  circumstance  attending  the 
case  which  could  afford  any  color  for  pronouncing  it 
an  exception,  was,  that  the  agreement  had  been  partially 
executed  before  its  infraction.  This  circumstance  Judge 
Hall  justly  regarded  as  immaterial.  Justice  requires  that, 
as  a  general  principle,  all  creditors  should  have  an  equal 
right  to  satisfaction  out  of  the  property  of  their  debtor ; 
and  the  preferences  conferred  by  the  maritime  law  being 
but  exceptions  originating  in  the  exigencies  of  commerce, 
are  stricti  juris j  and  are  accordingly  limited  to  these  exi- 
gencies. A  lien  on  the  ship  is  given  to  the  shipper,  the 
more  effectually  to  insure  fidelity,  skill  and  vigilance, 
where  these  safeguards  are  imperatively  required,  because 
the  want  of  them  would  be  ruinous ;  and  a  like  priority 
is  accorded,  with  respect  to  the  cargo,  to  the  ship-owner 
as  an  additional  security  for  the  payment  of  his  freight,  on 

(a)  The  Carrington^  Mss.  case. 
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the  ground  of  just  redprocity.  Bat  the  pdiey  on  wMdi 
these  exceptions  rest  does  not  reqoiie  their  extenaion  to 
cases  of  mere  breach,  of  contract  for  the  conveyance  of 
merchandise  occurring  before  the  goods  have  yet  been  mb- 
jected  to  the  dangers  of  navigation,  or,  at  least,  been  ddiv- 
ered  on  board  tibe  stup ;  for  while  the  interests  of  commerce 
demand  consummate  diligence  and  integrity  on  the  part  of 
the  ship  master  after  a  caigo  has  once  been  committed  to 
his  care,  it  matters  not  in  whose  ships  the  articles  of  foreign 

commerce  are  carried  to  their  place  of  destination ;  and  an 
occasional  abandonment  of  a  contemplated  royage,  to  tiie 
disappointment  of  the  shipper,. or  a  refiisal  to  fulfill  a  con- 
tract by  charter-party,  to  the  inconveni^iee  of  the  chartoer, 
are  but  ordinary  delinquencies,  for  which  an  action  at  law 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  is  the  only  remedy  compatible 
vnth  equal  justice  to  others.  It  matters  not,  therefore,  in 
the  case  of  a  charter-party  for  a  series  of  projected  voyages, 
whether  the  injury  complained  of  be  the  total  fiiilure  of 
the  ship-owner  to  fulfill  his  engagement,  or  his  refusal  to 
proceed  further  in  the  observance  of  his  contract  aft^  its 
partial  performance.  In  neither  instance,  unless  there  be 
a  stipulation  in  the  charter-party  to  the  contrary,  is  the 
charterer  entitled  to  redress  in  a  court  of  admiralty. 


By  an  untoward  accident,  which  it  would  be  as  useless 
to  narrate  as  it  is  now  vain  to  regret,  a  carefully  prepared 
notice,  in  the  proper  places,  of  the  four  last  of  the  addi- 
tional rules  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court  for  the 
regulation  of  admiralty  procedure,  combined  with  the 
requisite  modifications  of  the  text  of  the  first  edition  of 
this  work,  having  been  omitted,  the  author  avails  himself 
of  this  opportunity  to  bring  them  briefly  to  the-  attention 
of  the  reader.  Happily  neither  of  them  requires  much 
explanation,  and  it  is  hoped  that  no  serious  inconvenience 
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will  result,  to  any  one  who  may  resort  to  these  pages  for 
guidance,  from  the  omission. 

The  first  of  the  abovementioned  rules  relates  to  the 
mode  of  proof  before  the  circuit  court  on  appeal(a). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  chapter  on  Appeals,  the  author  J^^p®"*2[ 
took  occasion,  in  the  first  edition,  to  combat  the  opinion  ^i^how 
that  the  circuit  court  had  authority  to  dispense  with  the  ^ 
personal  attendance  and  oral  examination  of  witnesses,  m 
trials  upon  appeal,  and  to  require  the  evidence  to  be  taken 
by  deposition,  such  a  practice  appearing  to  him  to  be  for- 
bidden by  the  Judiciary  Act,  which  enjoins  the  viva  wee 
examination  of  witnesses;  and  he  was  accordingly  of 
opinion  that  either  a  le^ative  act,  or  a  rule  prescribed  by 
the  Supreme  Court,  in  virtue  of  its  plenary  authority  con- 
ferred by  law,  was  necessary  to  legalize  it.  The  rule 
above  cited  has  dnce  been  made  for  this  purpose.  The 
phrase  ^^/arther  proof  ^^  seems  to  have  been  inadvertently 
used.  It  would  be  pertinent  in  speaking  of  an  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  but  is  not  so  in  reference  to  appeals 
to  the  circuit  court.  Rejecting  the  word  "  further "  as 
unmeaning,  this  rule,  it  will  be  seen,  virtually  forbids  the 
examination  of  witnesses  in  court,  by  peremptorily  direct- 
ing their  evidence  to  be  taken  by  deposition  before  a  com- 
missioner, or  some  one  of  the  officers  designated  in  the 
30th  (misprinted  the  13th)  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
or  else  upon  commission. 

Bv  the  next  of  the  rules  in  question(&),  evidence  taken  btMmmss 

•^  ^  \  /'  taken  down 

down  by  the  clerk  of  the  district  court,  at  the  hearing  ^J^  ^ 
therein,  pursuant  to  the  30th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  ^^^^ 
and  which  the  act  makes  admissible  in  the  circuit  court  «'*****"'*• 
only  when  the  personal   attendance   of  the  witnesses 
cannot  be  obtamed(c),  is  declared  to  be  absolutely  admis- 

(a)  Rule  L.,  wide  wtproy  p.  461.     (&}  Rule  lt.,  vide  eupra^  p.  462. 
(c)  See  this  section,  supra,  p.  287. 
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nble,  reaemng  to  the  parties  the  right  to  reezamine  the 

witDesBes  out  of  court, 
g;S;]i^<^  Another  of  these  rules  prescribes  and  specifically  desig- 
Jj*34^^  nates  the  contents  of  the  record  to  be  transmitted  by  the 
^^"^  clerk  of  the  district  court,  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  coart(a). 
AnMadufBt  The  remauunir  rule  abolishes  the  replication  and  leioin- 
gff^^l^ .  der  in  pleading,  substituting  amendments  of  the  libel  and 
**  of  the  aDswer(6). 

(a)  Rule  Lin^  vide  miprOy  p.  462. 

(b)  Rule  LTi.,  Mipro,  p.  462.     Vide  supm,  p.  241,  where  this  mfe 
ought  to  hare  been  mentioned  and  the  text  modified. 


INDEX. 


A. 

Paos. 

Act  on  Petition,  in  the  EDglish  admiralty, 32,  note,  213,  note. 

Actions,  division  of, 8 

limitations  of, 20 

joinder  of  parties  in, 22 

of  seamen  in  for  wages, 59 

of  causes  of  action  in, 25 

of  in  rem  taid  in  perwnamy 4 37 

provisions  of  the  new  rules  respecting, 41 

of  against  ship  and  freight,  or  ship^  freight  and  master, 41-44 

in  courts  of  the  United  States  commenced  hj  libel, 70 

consolidation  of^ 440 

plenary  and  summary, 332,  note. 

AnvocATf,  his  ofQce, 9 

fees  of,  regulated  by  statute, 438 

ArFRSIGHTMSNT,  CONTRACTS  OF. 

delivery  of  goods  a  waiver  of  ship-owner's  lien  thereon  for  freight, . . .  503 

but  shipper  not  bound  to  pay  freight  until  goods  are  landed, 504 

ship-owner  entitled  to  retidn  possession  until  payment  of  freight, 504 

precedents  of  libels  in  actions  on, 478 

AosNT,  empowered  to  put  in  claim,  when, 206 

.  form  of  oath  required  of^  6a  putting  in  claim,. 207 

AMSNnMKNTS,  compreheusive  discretionaiy  power  of  the  courts  relative  to,  258 

of  the  libe],  rule  regulating, 258 

in  appellate  court,  to  what  extent  allowable, 259 

to  be  restricted  to  the  original  subject  of  controversy, 263 

of  answer,  allowed  with  caution, 266 

application  to  the  court  to  permit,  when  necessary, 267 
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Amxndmznts  (Continaed) : 

pnctioe,  relative  to,  of  District  Ooart  for  Southern  District  of  N.  Y.,  268 

proceedings  to  obtain  allowance  of, 269 

ini^rpeDate court, 409 

general  principle  regulating  the  allowance  of, 415 

Answer. 

only  form  of  defensiTB  pleading  usually  resorted  to  in  American  courts,  233 
strictly  proper  only  for  the  purpose  of  contesting  the  action  on  its 

merits, 234,  note. 

to  be  full,  certain,  positiye,  direct  and  explicit, 237,245,  254 

regulations  ralative  to,  prescribed  by  new  rules,. 237 

may  be  excepted  to, 338,  464 

proceedings  on  allowance  of  exception  to, 455 

amended,  instead  of  special  rejoinder, 239 

to  interrogatories,  when  dispensed  with  or  taken  on  commission, 252 

to  be  on  oath  or  affirmation, 252 

defendant  not  bound  to  accuse  himself  in, 251 

one  defendant  not  bound  by  admissions  made  in,  by  his  co-defendant,.  270 

denials  in,  force  and  effect  of, 271 

form  and  structure  o^ 543 

precedents  for, 549 

answers  to  interrogatories,  force  and  effect  of, 278 

to  petition  of  appeal, 382 

Appeals,  acts  of  Congress  conferring  and  regulating  right  of  appeal,. .  368-377 

in  what  cases  and  within  what  time  an  appeal  lies, •  372 

restricted  to  decrees  which  are  ,/Eiia2, 372 

will  not  lie  from  decision  upon  matters  resting  in  discretion, 373 

amount  in  oontroyersy,  what  is  to  be  so  deemed, 373 

when  sufficient  in  case  of  distinct  interests, 374 

from  circuit  to  Supreme  Court,  how  regulated, 374 

appeal  should  be  in  writing,  but  this  held  not  to  be  indispensable, 

377,  ib.,  note. 

precedents  for, 587 

copy  of,  to  be  lodged  in  clerk's  office, 377 

petition  of  appeal — contents  of, 379 

where  filed, : 381 

precedents  for, 589,  590 

answer  to  petition  of  appeal— where  filed, 382 

precedent  for, 591 

citation,  not  necessary  on  i^peal  9ederUe  curto, 382 

contents  of — when  served, 383 

to  be  for  appearance  on  first  day  of  next  term, 383 

how  served — where  filed  and  returned, 384 

precedents  for, 588 
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Paqb. 
Appkals  (Oontinued) : 

Becarity  to  be  taken  on  signing, 385 

precedent  of  bond  for, 590 

appeal  taken  less  than  30  days  before  next  terrn^  when  to  be  heard,  384 

transcript  of  record  and  proceedings  to  be  sent  to  Supreme  Court,  388 

how  authenticated, 388 

within  what  time  to  be  filed, 389 

must  be  complete — certiorari  for  diminution, 390 

objections  to  eyidence  to  be  taken  in  court  below,  and  certified, . .  391 

original  papers  may  be  sent  to  Supreme  Court,  when, 391 

new  eyidence  in  Supreme  Court,  how  taken, 392 

efiect  of  an  appeal, 394 

death  of  parties  praying  apper], 395 

printed  argument  on,  allowed  in  Supreme  Court, 396 

printed  brief  or  abstract  required, 396 

two  counsel  only,  allowed  to  argue, 397 

from  district  court  to  circuit  court,  how  regulated, 397 

to  be  interposed  sedente  curictj  unless,  &c., 403 

proceedings  on,  according  to  act  of  1803, 403 

option  of  appellee  as  to  hearing,  when  taken  less  than  20  days 

before  next  term, .' 404 

when  taken  sedente  curia,  citations  unnecessary, 404 

proceeding  on,  according  to  practice  of  English  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty,   404 

appeal  to  be  entered  apud  acta, 405 

security  to  be  giyen,  unless,  &c., 405 

transmiss  to  appellate  court,  &Cy 406 

proceedings  on,  in  appellate  court,  &c., 407 

new  allegations  in  appellate  court,  origin  and  extent  of  rule  allow- 
ing,   409 

principles  regulating  application  of  the  rule — caution  requisite,  409 

new  eyidence  in  appellate  court — limits  of  right  to  g^ye, 416 

further  time  allowed  to  obtain,  when  not, : . .  118 

mode  of  proof  on  appeal  to  circuit  court — witness  to  be  examined, 

and  to  testify  viva  voce  (see  ^  Addenda  ''), 419 

in  Circuit  Court  for  Northern  District  of  New-York,  copy  of 
notes  taken  by  or  under  direction  of  district  judge,  may 

be  used  by  consent  of  parties, 425,  note. 

cannot  be  beard  in  the  absence  of  the  judge  of  S.  Court,  428,  note^ 

whether  trial  by  jury  admissible  in,  under  act  of  1845, . . .  428 

decrees  on,  how  enforced, 428 

Appearance  of  Paeties.    [See  De&ult  and  Contumacy.] 

Appraisement,  of  property  under  arrest, 96 
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Appkaisehxnt  (Oontiiitked) : 

when  neoesmy, 565 

precedent  of  warrant  of, ---  5GS 

Arrest.    [See  ProcesB,  Marshal.] 

Assaults^  Beating,  &c^  precedent  of  libel  for, 535 

B. 

Bottomry  and  Respondentia  Bonds. 

formo^  A. 511 

precedents  of  libels  in  actions  on, 510 

c. 

Certiorari  fdr  diminntion, 391 

Cuarter-Partt,  observations  on, 503 

form  of  libel  on, 504 

form  of, 507 

0  IT ATiON.    [See  Appeals  —  Precedents.] 

Claim,  right  of  property,  necessary  to  support, 203 

maybe  contested, 205 

must  be  interposed  by  owner  in  person,  unless,  etc., 206 

may  be  pat  in  by  agent,  or  by  master,  or  consignee,  when, 206 

form  of  the  oath  required  of  the  agent  and  master  on  putting  in, 207 

may  be  interposed  by  foreign  consul  in  behalf  of  his  fellow  citiaens  or 

subjects, 207 

founded  upon  distinct  interests,  to  be  separately  interposed, 208 

when  interposed, 209 

may  be  combined  with  answer, 210 

Claimant,  who  entitled  to  become, 201 

inaccurate  use  of  the  term, 201 

security  to  be  given  by, 201 

form  of  the  oath  required  of, 205 

«       if  none  appear,  surplus  proceeds  to  be  retain^, 209 

Clerk,  to  sign  process, 4 

references  to, 14,  185,  189 

form  of  report  by,  on  reference  to, 180,  note* 

when  evidence  to  be  taken  down  by,  on  hearing, 351,  425,  note. 

fees  of,  how  regulated, 438 

Commissioners,  to  take  acknowledgments  of  bail,  affidavits,  depositions, 

etc.,  their  duties  and  powers, 10,  12^  185 

empowered  to  take  depositions  de  bene  esM, 11 

to  take  admiralty  stipulations, 11 

to  issue  summons  on  behalf  of  seamen, 11 

special,  in  admiralty  causes, 14 
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Commissioners  (Oontiiiued): 

form  of  certificate  of,  to  safflciency  of  snreties  in  stipulation,  574,  note  (a) 

bound  to  look  to  sufficiency  of  sureties  in  taking  stipulations, 1 . .  Ill 

authorized  to  examine  sureties  on  oath, 134 

references  to, 12,  185 

form  of  report  on  reference  to, 180,  note. 

Condemnation,  impropur  use  of  the  term  in  American  courts  of  admiralty, 

192,  note. 

Consolidation  op  Actions, 440 

CoNBOBTSHiP,  AGREEMENT  OP,  uo  lien  ariscs  from, 517 

Consul,  official  certificates  of,  of  what  eyidenoe, 326-338 

[See  Eyidence,  documentary.] 

Costs,  usually  awarded  to  preyailing  party,  but  discretionary, 438 

items  of  taxable  costs, '. 438 

prescribed  by  statute, 438 

counsel  fees  against  adyerse  party,  allowable  when, 439 

rarely  allowed  in  New-Tork  districts, 439 

imposition  of  may  be  avoided  by  tender, » 441 

on  appeal  to  Supreme  Court  regulated  by  general  rule,* 439 

proctors'  fees  in  actions  in  reir^  when  not  chargeable  agiunst  adyerse 

party,.... 101 

on  allowance  of  excepl^ons  to  tibel  or  answer, 238 

on  resdnding  decree  by  defiiult, 361 

security  for,  by  libellant, 119,  198 

by  defendant,  on  appearance, 92 

by  claimant, 94 

by  third  person  intervening, 1 95 

byappellant, 385,  405 

pPor  forms  of  security  for,  see  Precedents.] 

Courts  op  Admiralty,  origin  of  on  the  Continent  of  Europe, 1 

English  High  Court  of, 2 

Colonial  Vice-Admiralty, 2 

of  the  United  States, 3-19 

Admiralty  jurisdiction  vested  exclusively  in, '. 3 

original,  exclusively  in  district  courts, 3 

statutes  regulating  practice  of, 4 

construction  of  these  statutes, 5 

power  conferred  on  Supreme  Court  to  prescribe  rules  of  practice  for, . .  6 

first  executed,  with  respect  to  admiralty  proceedings,,  in  1845, ...  7 

observations  on  the  new  rules, 7 

district  courts,  their  officers,  etc., 8 

practioers  in,  how  denominated, 9 

to  what  extent  to  be  deemed  at  aU  times  open, 14 

causes  in,  how  entitled. 8 
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C&KDm  AMD  ErFxcT8,  what  are  to  be  deemed, 141 

.  [See  Prooess.] 

Crew,  Ship's,  competent  witnesses  in  cases  of  siJyage  and  collision, 297 

competency  of,  as  witnesses  for  each  other,* 317 

D. 

Damaois,  amount  of^  on  libel  taken  pro  confeBso^  how  ascertained, 184 

Death  of  Parties  pending  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 395 

Decree,  on  bill  taken  pro  con/etfo, 178 

in  an  action  in  rem,  cannot  be  for  more  than  agreed  or  appraised  value,  265 

after  hearing,  when  pronounced, 352 

form  of, 353 

usually  drawn  up  by  derk, 360 

may  be  executed  before  enrolment, 360 

power  of  the  court  to  modify, 360 

on  appeal,  fomof^ .' 427 

to  circuit  court  to  be  conformable  to  opinion  of  judge  of  Supreme 

Court, 428 

how  enforced, 428 

Default  aud  Comtumact,  of  libeUant,  by  non-appearance  on  return-day,.  173 

of  defendant,  in  action  in  peraonam, 177 

when  further  time  to  answer  allowed  to, 177 

defendant  to  be  called — form  of  the  caU, 177,  note. 

not  appearing,  to  be  pronounced  in  contumacy  and  default, 

and  libel  adjudged  to  be  taken  pro  con/^sso, 178 

one  order  for  these  purposes  suffident — form  of  order, . .  178 

may  be  set  aside  on  payment  ai  costs, 178 

amount  to  be  awarded  to  libellant,  in  case  o^  how  ascertained, 184 

by  non-appearance  of  a  claimant  in  action  in  rem, 191 

all  persons  having  any  interest,  etc.,  to  be  called — form  of  the 

call, 192,  note. 

form  of  order  pronouncing  all  persons  in  contuma<7  and  de&ult, 

and  that  libel  be  adjudged  to  be  taken  pro  confeuOj  .  .193,  note. 

order  of  reference,  etc, 194,  note. 

practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  cases  of^  stated  and  ex- 
plained,      194j  note. 

Demurrer,  when  objection  to  jurisdiction  may  be  taken  by, 229 

Deposit  of  Monet,  by  claimant,  in  pledge,  on  delivery  of  perishable  goods,  96 

on  delivery  of  ship, 96 

Depositions.    [See  Evidence.] 


INDEX.  617 


E. 

Pagi. 

EriDKNCx,  to  be  limited  to  express  allegations  in  pleadings, 245 

slight  variations  between  eyidence  and  pleading  not  material, 251 

necessity  of,  superseded  bj  admission  in  pleading, 270 

admission  by  one  defendant  not  evidence  against  another, 270 

allegations  neither  admitted  nor  denied,  to  be  proved, 271 

new  matter  of  dischai^  or  evidence  to  be  proved, 271 

denials  in  answer  to  libel,  force  and  effect  of, 271 

two  witnesses  not  neoessaxy  to  disprove, 272 

not  testimony  in  a  strict  sense, 275 

weight  of  to  be  determined  by  circumstances  of  the  case, 276 

answer  to  interrogatories,  force  and  effect  of^ 278 

of  witnesses  to  be  given  viva  tmhx, 284 

process  of  subpoena,  within  what  limits  operative, 285 

Depoailiona  taken  de  lene  6886,  in  what  cases  authorized,  and  before  whom 

and  how  taken  and  transmitted, 286-293 

commissioners  may  also  take, 10 

depositions  not  to  be  opened  out  of  court, 292 

precautionary  release  of  interest  before  taking, 320 

may  be  taken  on  commission,  as  in  other  courts, 292 

of  witnesses  resident  abroad,  may  be  obtained  by  letters  rogatory,  293 

competency  of  witnesses, 296 

ship-master  and  crew  competent  in  cases  of  collision  and  sal- 
vage,    297 

competem^  of  master  in  other  cases, 297 

of  seamen  for  each  other, 316 

suppletory  oath  of  party,  when  admissible, 318 

DocumerUaryy  subject  to  same  rules  as  in  other  courts, 321 

legislative  acts  and  records  of  other  states,  effect  of  and  how  au- 
thenticated,    323 

judicial  proceedings  and  laws  of  foreign  nations,  how  authen- 
ticated,   329,  note. 

records  and  papers  in  office  of  Secretary  of  State, 326 

consular  certificates,  of  what  evidence, 326 

are  evidence  to  authenticate  protests, 327 

of  consul's  consent  to  discharge  seamen, 327 

of  master's  refusal  to  receive  destitute  seamen, 327 

not  evidence  of  sale  of  vessel  and  amount  of  proceeds, 328 

of  foreign  laws,  or  to  verify  translation  thereof, 329 

of  judicial  proceedings, 330 

whether  evidence  of  the  deposit  of  the  ship's  register, 333 

whether  in  any  case  except  when  made  so  by  statute,. . .  337 
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Etidencz  (Oontinoed} : 

protests  of  master  and  others,  of  what  eridenoe.    [See  Protests.] 
nmntentional  omiasioii  of  rate  of  wages  in  shipping  articles  supplied  by 

paro], •     347 

in  case  of  non-production  of  shipping  articles  in  suit  for  wages, 

seamen  may  ^  state  "  contents  thereof 347 

in  Supreme  Court  on  appeal,  no  objections  to,  allowed,  unless  taken  in 

court  below> 391 

original  papers  may  be  sent  to  Supreme  Court  on  appeal,  when,. .     391 
new  OTidenoe  to  be  taken  on  commission  from  Supreme  Court,  or, 

it  seems,  from  court  helow, •     393 

in  circuit  court  on  appeal,  new  eyidence  to  what  extent  admissible, . . .     416 

Exception  dilatort,  form  o^ 234^  note. 

Exceptions  to  plea<Ungs  may  be  taken  by  either  party, 238,  454,    457 

to  answer,  proceedings  on  allowance  of, 455 

Execution.    [See  Process  Final.] 

P. 

Fees,  prescribed  by  statute, * 438 

Fidejussor,  Roman  name  for  surety, 80 

Foreign  JunoMSNTs,  how  authenticated, 331,  noteu 

Foreign  Laws,  how proTed, 329,note    (b) 

Forms,  form  of  proclamation  on  return  of  mesne  process  in  persottam, 

for  libeUant  to  appear, 174,  note. 

for  defendant, 177,  note. 

\n  suit  in  rem  for  all  persons,  &c, 192,  note. 

of  order  for  default  and  contumacy  and  to  take  libel  pro  confessOf  179,  note. 

of  reference  to  dark  or  commissioner, » 179,  note. 

of  report  on  such  reference, 180,  note. 

of  protest  of  master,  &C., 340,  note. 

of  preliminary  summons  and  certificate  in  favor  of  seamen, 497,  note. 

of  plea  to  jurisdiction, 230,  note. 

of  dilatory  exception  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer, 234,  note. 

of  letters  rogatory, ^ 296,  note. 

of  charter-party, 507 

of  a  bottomry  bond, .' 511 

of  attestation  and  sufficiency  of  sureties, : 573 

of  marshal's  report  and  commissioner's  certificate  of  sufficiency  of 

sureties, ' 574 

Freight,  warrant  of  arrest  against,  how  executed, 155 

.    may  be  ordered  to  be  brought  into  court, 165,    495 

[See  Precedents.] 
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GxRNisHcx,  to  be  named  in  process  of  attachment,  effects  o^  what  to  be 

deemed, 141 

to  answer  on  oath, 142,  457 

H. 

Hkirimo,  court  may  proceed  to,  on  return  day  of  process, 181 

day  to  be  appointed  for, 187,  349 

on  pleadings  alone, 266 

on  plea  to  jurisdiction, ". . . .  232 

how  conducted, 350 

eyidence,  when  to  be  taken  down  by  derk, 351 

I. 

iNTERttt,  en  judgments,  govemed  by  state  laws, « . . .  437 

Inter  BOG  ATORixs,  may  be  pn^unded  by  libellant, • 76 

defendant,  how  compe]Iea  to  answer, 183 

libellant  bound  to  answer,  when  propounded  by  defendant, 251 

when  answers  to,  may  be  dispensed  with,  or  taken  on  commission,. . . .  252 
Intxrventjon  of  third  person  pro  irUeresse  stto,  special  monition  to  libel- 
lant, when  neoessary, 541 

precedents  for  petition  in  cases  of, 541 

of  process  of  monition, 563 

J. 

Joinder  of  parties,  of  actions,  of  seamen.    [See  Actions.] 

JuRATORT  Caution, 118,  199 

form  oj^ 585 

Jurisdiction,  objections  to,  how  taken, « 229 

plea  to,  form  of, 230,  note. 

hearing  on  not  to  be  deferred, 229,  note  (6),  232 

[See  Admiralty  Jurisdiction,  Vol.  I.] 

L. 

Lands,  whether  subject  te  execution, 436 

Letters  Rogatort,  eyidence  of  foreign  witnesses  may  be  obtained  by 

•  iBeansof, • 293 

form  of, 296,  note. 

Libel,  actions  in  the  American  courts  of  admiralty  commenced  by  filing, . .  70 

its  general  structure  and  requisites — new  rule  relative  to, 72,  73 

interrogatories  may  be  appended  to,  their  scope  and  object, 76 


« 
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Libel  (Continued): 

whether  to  be  yerified  by  OAth, 77 

to  be  sipcied  bj  the  proctor  for  the  libellant, 1 79 

to  be  dismissed  with  costs  on  non-appearance  of  libellant,  unless,  etc^  174 

for  want  of  sufficient  eyidence,  though  defendant  fiuls  to  appear,. .  183 

subject  to  exception  for  surplusage,  etc, 238,  457 

when  taken  pro  confesso^ 178 

amended,  instead  of  replication, 239,  241 

amendment  of.    [See  Amendments  —  Appeals.] 

form  and  structure  of, 478 

precedents  of, 486 

LiBELLAKT,  non-appearance  of,  on  return-day  of  process, 174 

to  be  called  before  libel  pronounced  deserted, 174 

further  time  for  appearance  of,  when  allowed, 176 

whether  to  giye  security  for  costs,  etc., 119 

bound  to  answer  interrogatories, 251 

IiiEN,  Maritime,  giyen  to  material-men  and  shipwrights,  by  state  law, 

whether  enforceable  by  admiralty  process  oi^lof  the  same  state,  493,  n.  (a) 
[See  the  seyeral  heads  of  Admiralty  Jurisdiction,  yol.  I.] 

LiHITATIOK  OF    AcTIONS, 20 

Log-Book  to  be  produced  in  suits  for  wages, 47,  347 


« 


Maeinxrs,  to  sue  jointly  for  wages, 59 

[See  Mariners'  Wages,  Vol.  I.] 
Mariners'  Wages,  unintentional  omission  of  rate  of,  in  shipping  articles, 

may  be  supplied  by  parol  eyidence, 347 

proceedings  preliminary  to  commencement  of  suit  in  the  admiralty  for,  45-69 

proyisions  of  the  act  of  1790  relatiye  to, 45 

payment  of,  due  at  an  intermediate  port,  enforceable  immediately, 47 

due -at  the  termination  of  the  yoyage,  right  of  action  for,  postponed  ten 

days, 46 

from  what  time  the  ten  days  begin  to  run, 48 

ten  days  not  abridged  by  "  dispute," 50 

summons  and  certificate  required  before  suit  for, 46 

whether  required  when  yessel  about  to  sail? 52 

when  yessel  has  left  port  of  deliyery  ?..... 53 

duty  of  officer  on  application  for  summons, 54,  67,  note. 

whether  required  preparatory  to  suit  in  pergonam, 56 

in  suits  for,  all  haying  like  cause  of  action,  to  be  joined, 59,  67 

duty  of  the  court  relatiye  to  the  joinder  of, 62 

whether  the  regulations  aboye  mentioned  apply  to  cases  of  wages 

earned  in  yessels  of  less  than  fifty  tons  on  the  lakes  ? 67 


INDEX.  621 

Mariners'  Wages  (Continued): 

form  of  preliminary  smnmons  and  certificate, 497,  note. 

precedents  for  libel  in  suits  for, 497 

Marriott's  Formulary, 354,  note. 

Marshal,  the  executive  officer  of  the  court, 10 

empowered  to  exact  bail  to  the  action  on  arrest  of  defendant, 87,  132 

either  in  the  form  of  a  stipulation  or  abond,. 104 

to  execute  all  process  unless  when  interested, 130 

how  to  execute  warrant  of  arrest  in  personam, 132 

his  return  thereto, 134 

how  to  execute  warrant  of  arrest  containing  clauses  of  attachment,  140,  142 

his  return  thereto, 143 

how  to  execute  monition, 147 

his  return  thereto, 149 

how  to  execute  process  in  rem  against  ship, 153 

his  return  thereto, 154 

against  freight, 155 

appurtenances  of  ship  in  the  hands  of  third  persons, 155 

property  already  in  custody  under  legal  process, 157 

form  of  his  report  of  sufficiency  of  sureties, 574 

Master,  in  suits  for  wages,  bound  to  produce  shipping  articles  and  log-book,  347 

discharge  from  arrest,, 103 

competent  witness  in  cas#  of  salvage  and  collision, 297 

competency  of,  in  other  cases, 297-316 

Material-Men,  lien  of^  given  by  local  law,  whether  enforceable  in  another 

state, 493,  note. 

precedents  of  libels  in  favor  of, 486 

P. 

Parties.    [See  Actions.] 

Part-owners  or  Ships,  power  of  the  admiralty  to  order  sale  of  vessel,. . .  525 
in  suits  between,  process  in  rem  and  monition  to  adverse  party  to  issue,    171 

precedents  of  libels  to  obtain  security,  possession  or  sale, 521  -  528 

[See  Vol.  I.] 

Perishable  Goods,  court  empowered  to  order  sale  of, 145,    168 

form  of  process  for  sale  of, 561 

Pilotage,  rate  of  compensation  for, 512 

precedents  for  libels  in  actions  for, 512 

Pleading,  general  principles  and  rules  of, 212-223 

less  strictness  required  in,  than  in  other  courts,^ 212 

laxity  attending  in  England  as  well  as  in  the  United  States, 213 

usual  course  of  in  English  admiralty, 217 

technical  objections  not  favored  therein, 218,  249,  note. 
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Plxadinos  (Continaed) : 

dutj  of  libellant  to  state  his  case  ftiUy  in  first  isstanoe, 218 

proper  office  of  a  reply, 218 

no  new  matter  admissible  in  a  rejoinder,  unless,  &c, 220 

appearance  nnder  protest, 223 

not  nsoal  nor  necessary  in  American  courts, 225,  229 

objections  to  jurisdiction  of  court,  how  taken, 229 

plea  to  the  jurisdiction, 230,  note. 

hearing  on  not  to  be  deferred, .  # 232 

defendant  may  aviul  himself  of  all  matters  of  defence  by  answer,  ....  233 

answer,  genenl  or  spedal,  or  general  and  special, 235 

structure  and  requisites  of, 237,  254 

to  admit  matter  which  it  attempts  to  justify, 237 

each  party  entitled  to  except  to  adverse  pleadings, 238 

amended  libel  or  answer  instead  of  spedaL  replication  or  rejoinder, 239 

general  replication  unnecessary, 243 

all  substantial  matters  to  be  distinctiy  propounded,. . . .  245,  249,  note  (b) 

slight  yariance  in,  not  material^ t 251 

statutes,  how  pleaded, 492,  note. 

Pl£na.rt  and  Summxrt  Causcs,  in  the  English  admiralty, 32,  note. 

Possessory  and  Pxtitort  Actions,  precedents  of  libels  in, 528 

Practice,  Admiralty,  legislatire  provisions  reguViting, 4 

rules  of,  prescribed  by  Supreme  Court  r^ulating,  obseirations  con- 
cerning,   7 

limitations  of  actions, 20 

joinder  of  parties, 22 

of  actions, 25 

of  actions  in  rem  and  in  personam, ^ 37 

proceedings  preliminary  to  suits  for  seamen's  wages, 45 

joinder  of  seamen, 59 

libel, 70 

bail, SO 

mesne  process, 128 

non-appearance  of  libellant, 173 

contumacy  and  de&ult — non-appearance  of  defendant, 177 

proceedings  on  the  appearance  of  parties  on  return-day  of  process, . . .  198 

pleadings  subsequent  to  the  libel, 212 

appearance  under  protest, 223 

objections  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  how  taken, 229 

answer, 233 

pleadings  subject  to  exception, 238 

additional  facts  should  be  presented  by  amended  libel  or  answer,  239 

answer  to  be  verified  by  oath  or  affirmation, 252 
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Prxctice,  Admiralty  (Continued) : 

form  of; 254 

hearing  on  pleadings  alone, , 256 

ainendnient9i  general  principles  regulating  the  allowance  of, 258 

new  allegations, 259 

restricted  to  original  subject, 263 

application  to  the  court  to  allow, 267 

evidence, , 270-348 

1.  The  pleadings, 270 

2.  Testimony  of  witnesses, 282 

3.  Dooumentarj  eyidence, 321 

hearing  of  cause, « 349 

decree, 352 

onappeal, 427 

appeals, 368 

•       from  circuit  court  to  Supreme  Oourt,.  •  ^ 374 

district  court  to  circuit  court, 397 

rule  turn  allegata  aUegandif  et  not  probata  ftrohandiy 409 

mode  of  proof,  .' 419 

final  process, 430 

costs — consolidation — tender, 438 

PrXCED£NT8, 

I.  Libels, .*. 478-543 

several  parts  of  the  libel,  ...» 478-485 

no^ntitling  as  of  a  gen^hal  term  neoessarj, 479 

address  and  introduction, 481 

narrative  or  stating  part, , 482 

matters  of  defence  and  evidence, 483 

prayer  of  process, 484 

prayer  for  redress, 484 

interrogatories, 484 

schedules  and  writings  annexed  to  libel, 485 

1.  Libel  in  a  suit  in  rem,  for  labor,  materials  or.  supplies  furnished, 

in  repairing,  fitting  out,  or  furnishing  a  foreign  maritime 

vessel, 486 

2.  Libel  by  a  material-man,  in  a  suit  in  personam  agiunst  the 

master  or  owner, 488 

3.  Libel  in  a  suit  in  rem,  by  a  material-man,  under  the  act  of 

Feb.  26,  1845,  '*  extending  .the  jurisdiction  of  the  district 
courts  to  certain  cases  upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters 

connecting  the  same,'' .^ 489 

4.  Libel  by  a  material-man  or  shipwright,  in  a  suit  in  rem,  for  ma- 

terials furnished  or  labor  bestowed  in  the  building  of  a  ship 
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P&XCXDXKT8  (Gontinaed) : 

in  a  port  of  the  atate  in  wiiich  the  owner  resideB,  where  a 
.    lien  is  conferred  hj  the  local  law, 492 

5.  Libel  by  a  material-^nan,  in  a  suit  in  rem,  against  the  ship  and 

freight^ 495 

6.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem,  by  a  mariner,  for  wages, 497 

7.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  penonam^  by  a  mariner,  for  wages, 500 

8.  Libel  in  a  suit  in  rem^  for^the  non-fulfiliment  of  a  contract  of 

a£freigfatment  for  the  oonTeyance  of  goods  in  a  general  ship,    501 

9.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem,  on  a  charter-party,  by  the  owner,  against 

the  cargo,  for  the  stipulated  freight  or  hire  of  the  ship, 503 

10.  Libel  in  a  suit  in  rem,  by  a  ship-owner,  against  the  cargo  or 

goods  transported,  for  the  freight  thereof, 508 

11.  Libel  in  a  suit  on  a  bottomry  bond  given  by  the  master, 

against  the  ship ;  or  against  the  ship  and  freight ;  or  against 

the  ship,  freight  and  cargo, #610 

12.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem  for  pilotage, 512 

13.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem  for  wharfage, 515 

14.  Contracts  of  consortship, 516 

15.  Proceedings  for  the  survey  and  sale  of  a  vessel  as  unfit  for  sea, 

and  unworthy  of  repair, 517 

16.  Libel  in  a  suit  by  a  co-tenant  owning  a  moiety  or  less  than  a 

moiety  of  a  ship,  to  compel  his  co-tenant  to  give  security 

for  her  safe  return, 521 

17.  Libel  in  a  suit  by  a  co-tenant  bf  a  ship,  owning  more  than  one- 

half  thereof,  to  obtain  possession  thereof  from  his  co-ten- 
ant,      523 

18.  Libel  in  a  suit  by  the  owner  of  a  moiety  of  a  ship,  to  obtain 

possession  thereof  from  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety,  on 
the  ground  that  the  latter  refuses  to  employ  the  ship,  or  to 
alloiY  her  to  be  employed  at  all, 525 

19.  Libel  in  a  smt  by  the  owner  of  a  moiety  of  a  ship,  for  a  de- 

cree of  sale  thereof^  on  the  ground  of  irreconcilable  disa- 
greement as  to  her  disposition  or  employment, 525 

20.  Libel  in  a  suit  to  enforce  the  right  of  •possessicm  or  property  in 

a  ship,  against  an  adverse  holder, 528 

21.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem  in  a  cause  of  salvage, 530 

22.  Libel  in  a  suit  tn  rem,  for  damages  by  collision,  under  the  act 

of  Feb.  26, 1845,  "extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district 
courts  of  the  United  States  to  certain  cases  upon  the  lakes 
and  navigable  waters  connecting  the  same," 532 

23.  Libel  in  a  case  of  damage,  by  a  seaman,  against  a  master,  for 

assault  and  beating,  or  imprisonment, 535 
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24.  Libel  in  a  snit  by  the  owner,  mEster,  supercargo,  mate,  and  one 

of  the  seamen  of  a  ship,  against  the  owner  of  another  ship, 

in  a  cause  of  spoliation  and  damage, 537 

25.  Libel  or  petition  by  a  third  person  interyening  for  his  interest 

in  tk  Bait  in  rem,  pendente  UUj 540 

26.  Petition  against  proceeds  in  the  registry, 541 

n.  Pleadinge  eubaequeni  to  the  libel — Anewer^ 543-552 

oommenoement,  mode  of  fhuning  and  requisftes  of  an  answer,  543  -  549 

1.  Oommenoement  of  an  answer  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel 

proceeded  agunst,  in  a  suit  in  rem,  where  the  claim  of 
property  is  incorporAted  in  the  answer, 549 

2.  The  like  when  the  claim  is  interposed  by  an  agent  or  by 

the  consignee  of  the  vessel, 550 

3.  The  like  where  the  claim  is  interposed  by  the  master,. . . .    550 

4.  Commencement  of  an  answer  in  a  suit  in  pereonamj 551 

5.  Conclusion  of  the  answer, 551 

in.  Procees, 552-572 

1.  Warrant  of  arrest  inpenonam^ 552 

2.  Warrant  of  arrest  in  personam,  with  a  clause  therein  to   . 

attach  the  goods  and  diattels,  credits  and  effects  of  the 

defendant, 554 

3.  Monition  in  a  stiit  inpereonam, 555 

4.  Warrant  of  arrest  in  nem, 555 

5.  Warrant  of  arrest  in  retfi  and  in  pervofuxm, 556 

6.  Monition  to  a  third  person  to  deliver  over  the  appurtenan- 

ces of  a  ship, 557 

7.  Attachmentfornotdeliveringoverthetackle,  etc.,of  aship,    558 

8.  Warrant  to  deliver  a  ship  to  part-owners  having  the  ma- 

jority of  interest  therein,  called  in  the  English  admiralty 

"a  decree  of  possession," 559 

9.  Monition  to  deliver  up  the  ship  register,  at  the  petition  of 

the  owner  <^am%jority  of  interest, 560 

10.  Monition  to  show  cause  against  the  sale  of  a  ship  pendente 

Utej  called  in  the  English  admiralty  a  '*  perishable  moni- 
tion,"     561 

11.  Warrant  to  sell  a  ship  pendente  Kte,  called  in  the  English 

admiralty  "a  decree  of  sale," 562 

12.  Monition  in  a  case  of  intervention  of  a  third  person,  penr 

denUlite, 663 

13.  Warrant  of  appraisement, 565  * 

14.  Attachment  or  writ  of  execution  in  the  nature  of  a  ca.  sa., 

in  a  suit  in  personam,  to  enforce  a  decree  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money, 566 

79 
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15.  The  like  in  a  suit  in  penonam,  for  costs  on  dismiBsal  of 

the  libel, 567 

16.  The  like  to  compel  the  perfonnaaioe  of  some  act  other  ihan. 

the  payment  of  monej, 568 

17.  Ezecation  in  a  snit  in  penonam^  in  the  natnre  of  a  capias 

and  of  a  fieri  faciofi^  to  enforce  a  decree  for  the  pay- 
mentof  money, 568 

18.  Venditioni  txponca  to  satisfy  a  decree  in  fayor  of  the  libel- 

lantinasnit  tnrem, 569 

19.  Attachment  against  the  claimant  and  his  sureties,  to  en- 

force a  decree  for  the  payment  of  money  in  a  smt  in  rtfin^  570 
2D.  Attachment  for  costs  on  the  dismissal  of  the  libel  in  a  snit 

tnrem, • 571 

21.  Execution  in  the  nature  of  a  capias  and  of  h  fieri  facias^ 

agunst  the  claimant  and  his  sureties  in  a  suit  in  rem,.  572 
IV.  SHptdoHone  and  Bonds, 572-586 

1.  Stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in  an  action  in  per- 

Bonam,  for  costs, 572 

2.  Bond  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in  an  action  in  pereonamj 

for  costs, 574 

3.  Stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  in  a  suit  in  rem,  for 

costs, 575 

4.  Stipulation  to  be  given  by  the  defendant,  with  sureties,  on 

his  arrest  in  an  action  in  personam,  in  pursuance  of 
Rulem., 577 

5.  Bond  to  be  taken  by  the  marshal,  on  the  arrest  of  the  de- 

fendant in  a  suit  in  personam,  in  pursuance  of  Rule  HI.,    578 

6.  Stipulation  on  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  in  an  action 

in  personam,  where  no  libel  has  been  taken,  and  no 
attachment  of  property  has  been  made  to  answer  the 
exigency  of  the  suit, 579 

7.  Stipulation  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  dissolution  of  an 

attachment  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  or  credits  and 
effects,  of  the  defendant  in,an  action  in  personamj ....  580 

8.  Bond  for  the  same  purpose, 581 

9.  Stipulation  in  a  suit  in  rem,  given  in  pursuance  of  the  act 

of  March  3, 1847,  ch.  55,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 

the  discharge  of  the  property  arrested, 581 

»                    10.  Bond  given  in  pursuance  of  the  same  act,  for  the  Uke  pur- 
pose,     582 

11.  Stipulation  for  costs  and  expenses  on  putting  in  claim,. . . .    584 

12.  Stipulation  by  third  person,  intervemng  for  his  own  interest,    584 
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13.  Juratory  caution, 585 

14.  Stipulation  for  the  Bafe  return  of  a  ship, 586 

V.  AppeaU^ 587 

1.  Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  district  court  to  the  circuit 
court, 587 

2.  Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  to  the  Supreme 
Court, : 587 

3.  Citation  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court, 588 

4.  Citation  on  appeal  to  the  Supeeme  Court, 589 

5.  Security  to  be  taken  on  signing  citation, '  589 

[See  Forms.] 

Frimttm  Decretum, 196 

form  of, 354,  note. 

Process  Mesne,  test,  return  and  seal  o^  to  be  signed  by  the  derk, 4,  130 

process  act  of  1792,  construction  of, 4 

to  be  in  the  name  of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 128,  note. 

to  be  served  by  the  marshal  or  his  deputy,  except  when  interested,. . .  130 

Mesne  in  actions  in  personam,  the  various  forms  o^ 128 

warrant  of  arrest,  when  oath  and  special  order  necessary  to  obtain,  131 

how  served, 132 

bail  to  be  taken  by  marshal,  in  what  manner, 132 

marshal's  return  thereto, 134 

warrant  of  arrest  against  the  person,  or  goods  and  chattels,  or 

credits  and  effects  of  defendant, 136 

order  for  the  attachment  clause,  when  required, 140 

this  form  of  process,  how  executed, 140 

garnishees  to  be  named  therein,  and  to  answer  on  oath,.  141 

marshal's  return  thereto, 143 

to  be  dissolved  on  giving  security, 144,  200 

proceedings  for  that  purpose, 144 

monition,  how  served, 147 

marshal's  return  thereto, 149 

In  Rem,  form  and  mode  of  service  of,  in  the  English  admiralty, 150 

in  the  United  States, 151 

notice  of  the  arrest,  etc, 151 

newspaper  for  the  publication  of,  to  ba  designated  by  the  court,  152 

period  of, 153 

number  of  days  between  test  and  return-day  of, 153 

how  executed, 153 

marshal's  return  thereto, 154 

against  freight,  how  Executed, 155 

against  appurtenances  of  ship  in  hands  of  third  person,  proceedings 

thereon, 155 

I                                   against  property  in  custody  of  the  law, 157 

I 
\ 
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F 
Precedbmts  (Continiied) : 

MsfllfZ  PbOCKSS  l»  BUS  Alls  IH  P£BBONAM, I^ 

in  petitory  and  poeseBsoiy  Buits, ..     171 

fonnBo^ 552,  et  Beq. 

[See  Precedents.] 

Pbocbm  Fihxl,  in  rem,  for  sale  of  ship,  etc, .  ..  ...     430 

agBinst  cbdmBnt  and  hiBBoretieB, ^ ...     431 

in  penonamj .-     435 

whether  to  run  against  landa, .  .  .  .  •     436 

forma  0% 566,  et  eeq. 

[See  Precedents.] 

Proclamation,  form  of,  on  return  of  process  in  personam,  for  libeUant  to 

appear, 174,  note. 

for  defendant  to  appear, 178,  note. 

in  suit  in  rem^  for  all  persons, *192,  note. 

Pro  CoNrEsso,  order  that  libel  be  taken, 178,^  179,  note,  193,  note. 

order  when  ybi^lM, 178,     182 

Proctors, 9 

nature  and  responsibilities  of,. 62,  note. 

pROor.    [See  Evidence.] 

Protest,  appeaeancb  umdbr,  its  use  as  recently  defined  in  English  ad- 
miralty,      223 

indefinite  and  equivocal  import  of  the  phrase  as  used  in  courts  of  U.  S.,     225 
of  rare  occurrence  and  not  necessary  therein, '229 

Protest,  Ship,  its  nature  and  uses,  force  and  eflfect  of^  as  evidence, . .  338,    342 

its  non-production,  ground  of  suspicion, 345 

form  ofi 340,  note. 

R. 

Ref er  encz.    [See  Commissioner — Clerk — Defitult  and  Contumacy.] 

Rehearing,  when  admissible, 360 

Release,  of  witness,  when  produced  by  him,  need  not  be  proved,. . . .  312,  note. 

of  future  damages  for  past  acts,  valid,. 312,  note. 

peeautionary,  to  witness  before  examination  de  bene  e«se, 320 

Rejoinders, 

forbidden ;  amended  answer  substituted  fors 462 

Replication, 

general  and  spedal  forbidden;  amended  libel  substituted  for, 462 

Report  of  clerk  or  commissioner,  on  reference,  form  of, 180,  note. 

confirmation  of, 190 

Roman  Courts,  forms  of  procedure  therein, 276,  note. 

Rules  of  Court  regulating  the  practice  in  admiralty  causes,  prescribed  by 

Supreme  Court, 445 
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Rules  of  Court  (Continued) : 

of  the  Circnit  Coort  for  Northern  District  of  New-York, 465 

of  District  Court  for  Northern  District  of  New-York, 467 

S- 

Sale,  of  perishable  goods  and  of  ships,  pendente  lite, 145,  167 

form  of  process  for, ' 561,  562 

Seameh.    [See  Mariners'  Wages.] 
Shipping  Articles. 

unintentional  omission  of  rate  of  wages  in,  supplied  by  parol, 347 

in  suits  for  wages,  master  required  to  produce,  otherwise,  &c, 347 

Shipwreck.    [See  Mariners' Wages — Salvage,  yoL  I.] 
Shipwright.    [See  Material-men,  vol.  L] 

Spoliation  ANn  Damage,  precedents  of  libel  in  actions  for, 537 

Statute,  how  pleaded, 492,  493 

Stipulation,  general  nature  and  uses  o^ 80 

Roman  cauiio  Jidejuegorioj 81 

stipulation  in  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 84 

in  the  American  courts  of  admiralty,  in  actions  in  penonam^. ...  86 

to  be  taken  on  the  arrest  of  the  defendant, 87 

form  of,  to  be  taken  of  defendant  on  return  of  process,  92 

on  dissolution  of  attachment  of  goods,  &c, 94 

in  actions  tit  rem  on  putting  in  claim, 94 

by  a  third  person  intervening  for  his  interest, 95 

on  delivery  to  claimant  of  perishable  goods, 95 

of  ships, 96 

explanatory  observations  concerning, 97 

appraisement  preparatory  to  giving, 98 

to  be  given  by  claimant  under  act  of  March  3, 1847, ....  99 

discharge  of  master  from  arrest  on  giving, : . . .  103 

whether,  and,  if  so,  in  what  cases,  a  bond  may  be  taken  instead  of  a 

stipulation, 104 

either  form  supposed  to  be  admissible  in  actions  in  personam — 

stipulation  necessary  in  suits  in  rem^ 104- 110 

except  on  delivery  of  ship  to  claimant  under  act  of  March  3, 

1847, Ill 

court  or  commissioner  to  look  to  the  sufficiency  of  sureties  In, Ill 

taken  by  commissioner,  to  be  certified  and  returned, 112,  573 

amount  of,  may  be  reduced  when  shown  to  be  exorbitant, 112 

new  sureties  in,  may  be  required  in  case  of  insufficiency, 112 

sureties  in,  not  permitted  to  exonerate  themselves  by  surrender  of 

prindpal, 113 

enforced  by  summary  process  of  execution, 114,  431 

whether  it  binds  lands, 436 
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Stipulation  (Oontinued) : 

to  indemiufy  sureties, 118 

form  of^  ctlled  the  Jnrmtorjcfttttioii, 118,    199 

bj  libellant  for  oosts, 119,    198 

fomifi  of  stipolatioiis  and  bonds, 572 

[See  Precedents.] 

Stort,  Jvdob,  Judge  Ware's  obsenrations  upon  the  judicial  character  of^  417,  note. 

SuBPCENA,  runs  throughout  district,  and  to  any  place  out  of  it  not  exceeding 

100  miles  from  place  of  trial, 285 

Sultana,  The,  reriew  of  the  case  of, 593 

Summary  Causes.    [See  Plenary  and  Summary  Causes.] 

Summary  Petition, 213,  note. 

Summons,  prdiminary  to  suit  for  wages, 45 

form  of, 497,  note. 

duty  of  oflSoer  on  application  for, 54 

Survey  and  Sale  or  Damaged  Ships,  form  of  proceeding  for, 517-520 

precedent  of  petition  and  libel  for, 519 

of  warrants  of  surrey  and  sale, 519,    520 

T. 

Tender,  allowed  in  courts  of  admiralty  as  in  courts  of  law, 441 

what  is  a  sufftcient  tender, 442 

when  sum  tendered  to  be  paid  into  court, 443 

when  to  be  accompanied  by  offer  to  pay  costs, 443 

Trinity  House,  masters  of, 186,  note. 

V. 

Variance,  slight,  between  evidence  and  pleading,  immaterial, , 251 

Vice-Admiralty  Courts,  colonial, 2 

w. 

Wharfaos,  whether  lien  for,  waived  by  express  personal  contract, . .  516,  note. 

precedent  of  Ubel  in  suit  for, 515 

Witnesses,  cross-examination  of,  on  final  hearing  on  libel,  taken  pro  con^ 

f€980, 187 

examined  vt«a  voce  in  court, 284 

summoned  by  subpoena  as  in  suits  at  common  law, 285 

competency  of  master  and  crew  as,  in  cases  of  collision  and  salvage,  . .    297 

of  master  in  other  cases, 297-316 

of  seamen  for  each  other, 316 

fees  of, 438 
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